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PREFATORY NOTE BY THE EDITOR. 


“apy, HAVE at length the pleasure of issuing the last 
volume of the English translation of Dr. Meyer’s 





own part in the great work which bears his name, 
and of thereby completing an undertaking on 
which I have expended no small amount of time and labour 
at intervals for the last eight years. I am aware that I have 
taxed considerably the patience of the subscribers and of the 
publishers, but I felt it due to them, as well as to Dr. Meyer 
who had entrusted me with the charge of seeing his work 
faithfully reproduced, that the work should be done with care 
rather than with haste. 

The present volume has been translated with skill and 
judgment by Mr. Evans from the fourth edition of the 
German—the last form, in which this portion of the Com- 
mentary had the advantage of Meyer's own revision. A fifth 
edition has since appeared (in 1878), under the charge of 
Professor Woldemar Schmidt of Leipzig, in which he has 
treated the book in a way similar to that adopted by Dr. Weiss 
with the Commentary on Mark and Luke, although not alter- 
ing it to an equal extent. It is difficult to see why he should 
have followed such a course, for he himself states that he 
“has never been able to approve the custom of allowing other 
hands to remodel the works of the departed.” I have already 
expressed, in the prefatory note to the volume on Mark and 
Luke, the grounds on which I take exception to the plan so 
pursued, and I content myself with here referring to them as 
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equally applicable in prineiple to the less important changes 
made by Dr. Schmidt. I find a striking corroboration of my 
remark as to the work manipulated by Dr. Weiss being “to a 
considerable extent a new book by another author, and from a 
standpoint in various respects different,” in the judgment pro- 
nounced by Dr. Schürer, in a recent review (Theol. Literatur- 
zeitung, 9th October 1880), on the same editor’s treatment of 
the Commentary on the Gospel of John, when, after mentioning 
various features of “complete independence” and “ thorough 
remodelling,” he states that the result of the whole is “an 
essentially new work.” Dr. Schürer indicates approval of 
the course pursued; but it seems to me alike unfair to the 
memory of Meyer, and uncalled for under the circumstances. 
It is quite open to an editor to write a book of his own on 
the subject, or to append as much as he deems necessary to 
his author’s text by way of addition and correction; but it is 
not open to him thus to recast an epoch-making work of 
exegesis, and to retain for its altered shape the sanction of 
the authors name. At any rate, I have thought it right, so 
far as the English reader is concerned, to present, according 
to my pronise, the work of Meyer, without addition or sub- 
traction, in its latest and presumably best form as it left his 
hands. 

I may add, that whatever care may have been bestowed 
on the revision of the Commentary by Dr. Schmidt has not 
apparently extended to the correction of the press, for many 
errors, which have been discovered and corrected by Mr. 
Evans and myself in preparing the translation, still disfigure 
the new edition of the German. It is, of course, extremely 
difficult to avoid such errors in a work of the kind; and I 
have no doubt that, notwithstanding the care of the printers, 
to whose excellent arrangements I am much indebted, the 
reader may light on not a few mistakes, as concerns refer- 
ences, accents, and the like; but, as Dr. Meyer was not a 
particularly good corrector of the press, I trust that the 
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English edition may be found in that respect fully more 
accurate than the original. 

In the General Preface prefixed to the first volume issued 
(Romans), I stated the grounds that had induced me to under- 
take the superintendence of the work, and the revision of 
the translation, in the interests of technical accuracy and of 
uniformity of rendering throughout. And in order that the 
subscribers may be assured that the promise therein implied 
has been fulfilled to the best of my ability, I think it right, 
in conclusion, to state for myself (and I believe that the same 
may be said for my friends Drs. Crombie and Stewart, who 
lent me their aid at a time when other work was pressing 
heavily upon me) that I have carefully read and compared 
every sentence of the translation in the ten volumes which I 
edited—collating it for the most part in MS., as well as sub- 
sequently on its passage through the press; that I have not 
hesitated freely to make such changes on the work of the 
translators as seemed to me needful to meet the requirements 
which I had in view; and that, under these circumstances, I 
alone am formally and finally responsible for the shape in 
which the Commentary appears. All concerned in the enter- 
prise have much reason to be gratified by the favour with 
which it has been received. I have, indeed, seen some 
exception taken to the style, and to the frequent use of 
technical terms such as telic, protasis, and the like; but our 
object was to translate the book into intelligible English, not 
to recast its literary form (which, as I have formerly explained, 
has suffered from the mode in which the author inserted his 
successive alterations and additions); and it is, from its very 
nature, destined mainly for ministers and students, who ought 
to be familiar with the import of those convenient technical 
terms. 

At the close of the article by Dr. Schiirer, of which I have 
spoken before, he asks leave to repeat an urgent wish which he 
had some years ago expressed, that “there might be appended 
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to the introduction of each volume of the German Commentary 
a list of the exegetical literature” He does not seem to be 
aware that in the English edition this want has been supplied 
with considerable fulness. I shall be glad to.place the lists 
—all of which were prepared by me, except that prefixed to 
the Gospel of John, for which I am indebted to Dr. Crombie— 
at the service (a few errors apart) of .any future editors of the 
original. 

In order to complete the present series, a supplementary 
volume accompanies this one, containing Dr. Gloag’s translation 
of Liinemann’s Commentary on the Epistles to the Thessalonians. 
And I learn from Messrs. Clark that they have received 
encouragement to issue also the remaining volumes, for which 
Dr. Meyer called in the aid of accomplished scholars. These 
volumes are of much value in themselves, and as serving to 
supplement the work of Meyer; but as they proceed from. 
different authors, and my main object was to secure uni- 
formity in the rendering of the several portions that issued 
from Meyer’s own hand, I have not thought it necessary to 
undertake any similar revision or editorial responsibility in 
their case; and I can only express my best wishes for the 
suecess of the further enterprise in the hands of the experi- 
enced translators. 


WILLIAM P. DICKSON. 


GLASGOW COLLEGE, 
October 1880. 


PREFACE OF THE AUTHOR. 







this Commentary was issued, there has appeared 
hardly any contribution of scientific importance to 
the exposition of the Epistle to the Ephesians, 
The Commentarius Criticus of the late Dr. Reiche contains, 
doubtless, many good exegetical remarks; but they are sub- 
servient to his main aim which is eritical, and elucidate 
merely detached passages or expressions; while the Lectures 
of Bleek are very far from having the importance which has 
been justly recognised as belonging to the previous series of 
Lectures by him on the Synoptic Gospels. 

But while thus, apart from various able discussions of 
particular passages, I was less directly stimulated by new 
literary apparatus to subject my work to revision, the labour 
itself was not thereby rendered the lighter. The dies diem 
docet could not but, in the case of a task so momentous, have 
its title fully conceded; and it will be found that I have 
sought to place much on a better and more complete footing, 
so as to do fuller justice to the great object of ascertaining 
thoroughly, clearly, and dispassionately the meaning of the 
Apostle’s discourse. By this I do not understand the discovery 
of those fanciful illusions [Phantasmagorieen] that people call 
profound. For the latter there is assuredly little need in the 
case of Paul, who, with the true penetration characteristic of 
his views and ways of unfolding them, knows how to wield 
his gifts of discourse so that his meaning shall be clear 
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aud palpable and apt; and least of all in the case of this 
very Epistle, where the Christological teaching rises of itself 
to the utmost height and embraces heaven and earth. This 
distinctive character cannot be injured by the circumstance 
that the apostolic writing, as a letter to the Ephesians,—such 
as, according to the critically-attested address, it is and will 
remain,—continues to be, at all events, an enigmatical pheno- 
menon, and its historical conceivableness in so far an open 
question. Its elevation above the changes and controversies 
of Christological formulae and modes of conception cannot 
be thereby affected, and its prominent position in the New 
Testament as at once a testimony and a test of the truth 
cannot, amid any such change and strife, be prejudicially 
endangered. 


HANNOVER, 10th Nov. 1866. 


EXEGETICAL LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLES 


TO THE 


EPHESIANS AND PHILEMON. 


[For commentaries and collections of notes embracing the whole 
New Testament, see the list prefixed to the Commentary on the 
Gospel of Matthew; for those which treat of the Pauline, or 
Apostolic, Epistles generally, see that which is prefixed to the Com- 
mentary on the Epistle to the Romans. The following list includes 
only those expositions which relate to the Epistle to the Ephesians 
or to the Epistle to Philemon, or in which one of these Epistles 
holds the first place on the title-page. Works mainly of a popular 
and practical character have, with a few exceptions, been excluded, 
as, however valuable they may be in themselves, they have but 
little affinity with the strictly exegetical character of the present 
work. Monographs on chapters or sections are generally noticed by 
Meyer in loc. The editions quoted are usually the earliest; al. 
appended denotes that the book has been more or less frequently 
reissued; f marks the date of the author’s death; c=circa, an 
approximation to it. ] 


ATTERSOLL (William), Minister at Infield, Sussex: A commentary 
upon the Epistle to Philemon. Lond. 1612. Second edition. 
2°, Lond. 1633. 


Barrus (Bartholomaeus), t 1637, Prof. Theol. at Greifswald: Com- 
mentarius in Epistolam ad Ephesios. .. . 
4°, Gryphisw. 1619. 
BAUMGARTEN (Sigmund Jakob), t 1757, Prof. Theol. at Halle. See 
GALATIANS. 
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BAUMGARTEN-Orusıus (Ludwig Friedrich Otto), t 1843, Prof. Theol. 
at Jena: Commentar iiber den Brief Pauli an die Epheser. . 
Herausgegeben von Ernst Julius Kimmel... . 

8°, Jena, 1847. 

Bayne (Paul), + 1617, Minister at Cambridge: An entire commentary 

upon the whole Epistle . . . to the Ephesians. ... 
2°, Lond. 1643. 

BLEER (Friedrich), + 1859, Prof. Theol. at Berlin: Vorlesungen über 

die Briefe an die Kolosser, den Philemon und die Epheser. . . . 
8°, Berl. 1865. 

Bopıus. See Boyp. 

Boyp (Robert) of Trochrig, t 1627, Principal at Glasgow and Edin- 
burgh: In Epistolam ad Ephesios praelectiones supra cc... 

2°, Lond. 1652, al. 

Braune (Karl), Superintendent in Altenburg: Die Briefe S. Pauli 
an die Epheser, Kolosser, Philipper. Theologisch-homiletisch 


bearbeitet. [Lange’s Bibelwerk. ] 8°, Bielefeld, 1867. 
Translated from the German, with additions [Ephesians], by 
M. B. Riddle, D.D. 8°, New York, 1870. 


Bucer (Martin), tf 1551, Prof. Theol. at Cambridge: Praelectiones 
in Epistolam ad Ephesios habitae Cantabrigiae . . . in lucem 
editae diligentia Im. Tremellii. 2° Basil. 1562. 


CHANDLER (Samuel), D.D., + 1766, Presbyterian Minister in London. 
[See GaLatrays. ] 

CrameR (Johann Andreas), + 1788, Prof. Theol. at Kiel: Neue 
Uebersetzung des Briefs an die Epheser, nebst einer Ausle- 


gung desselben. 4°, Hamb. 1782. 
Crocius (Johann), + 1659, Prof. Theol. at Marburg: Commentarius 
in Epistolam ad Ephesios. 8°, Cassellis, 1642. 


DanaEus [Daneau] (Lambert), + 1596, Pastor at Orthes: Commen- 
tarius in Epistolam ad Philemonem. 8°, Genev. 1579. 

Davies (John Llewelyn), Rector of Christ Church, Marylebone. See 
PHILIPPIANS and CoLossIAns. 

Demme (Jakob Friedrich Ignaz): Erklärung des Briefes an den 
Philemon. 8°, Breslau, 1844. 

Drnant (Petrus), ¢ 1724, Minister at Rotterdam: De Brief aan die 
van Efeze verklaart en toegepast. 4°, Rotterd. 1711, al. 

Dyxe (Daniel), f c. 1614, Minister at St. Albans: A fruitful exposi- 
tion upon Philemon. 4°, Lond. 1618. 


Eapie (John), D.D., ¢ 1876, Prof. Bibl. Lit. to the United Prasby- 
terian Church: A commentary on the Greek text of the 
Epistle to the Ephesians. 8°, Lond. and Glasg. 1854. 
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Erricorr (Charles John), D.D., Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol: A . 
eritical and grammatical commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to 


the Ephesians. 8°, Lond. 1855, al. 
EsmarcH (Heinrich Peter Christian), f 1831, Rector at Schleswig: 
Brief an die Epheser übersetzt. 8°, Altona, 1785. 


Ewatp (Georg Heinrich August), 1876, Prof. Or. Lang. at Göttin- 
gen: Sieben Sendschreiben des Neuen Bundes uebersetzt und 
erklärt. [Sendschreiben an die Heidenchristen (die Epheser). | 

8°, Götting. 1870. 


Ferauson (James), t c. 1670, Minister of Kilwinning. See GALATIANS, 
Fiatr (Johann Friedrich von), ft 1821, Prof. Theol. at Tübingen. 
See GALATIANS. 


GENTILIS (Scipione), + 1616, Prof. of Law at Altdorf: Commentarius 
in Epistolam ad Philemonem. 4°, Norimb. 1618.  [ Crit. 
Sac. vii. 2. ] 
Gupe (Gottlob Friedrich), + 1756, Pastor at Lauban: Gründliche 
Erläuterung des lehrreichen Briefes an die Epheser. 
8°, Lauban, 1735. 


Hacensacu (Karl Rudolph), t 1874, Prof. Theol. at Basel: Pauli 

Epistolam ad Philemonem interpretatus est ©. R. Hagenbach. 

4°, Basil. 1829. 

Hartess (Gottlieb Christoph Adolf von), + 1879, President of the 
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INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. 1.READERS TO WHOM THE EPISTLE IS ADDRESSED. 






Reg) L Ephesus, the capital of proconsular Asia, a flourish- 

WS ing abode of commerce, arts, and sciences, and the 
seat of the world-renowned worship of Artemis, — 
which, formerly one of the principal settlements 
of the Ionian population, has, since its destruction by the 
Goths, had its site marked only by gloomy ruins, and now by 
the small village of Ajasaluk, or, according to Fellows, Asalook 
(see, generally, Creuzer, Symbol. II. p. 113 ff.; Pococke, 
Morgenl. III. p. 66 ff.; von Schubert, Reise in das Morgenl. I. 
p. 284 ff.; Guhl, Ephesiaca, Berol. 1842; Fellows, Journal 
written during an Excursion in Asia Minor, London 1838, 
p. 274 f.),—Paul planted Christianity (Acts xviii. 19, xix. 1, 
ete.); and his successful labours there, during a period of 
nearly three years, placed him in the close confidential 
relations to the church, of which his touching farewell to the 
elders (Acts xx. 17 ff.) is an imperishable memorial. The 
church was on its foundation a mixed one, composed of Jewish 
and Gentile Christians (Acts xix. 1-10, xx. 21); but at the 
later date, when our Epistle was composed, the entzle- 
Christian element, which already appears from Acts xix. 26 
extensively diffused, so greatly preponderated, that Paul could 
address the church a potiori as a Gentile-Christian one ; see 
Per sd. 1, ba, WO sav. hy, a, 2. Hencez ib, must 
not be inferred from this, that the Epistle could not have 
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been addressed to the Ephesian church (Reiche, Bleek, aud 
others). 

Our Epistle is expressly addressed, in i. 1, to the Christians 
at Ephesus. For the words év ’Ederw are so decisively 
attested, that they cannot be deprived of their right to a place 
in the text, either by isolated counter-witnesses, or by the 
internal grounds of doubt as to the Ephesian destination of the 
Epistle. Among the manuscripts, 8 has ev "Edéow only from 
the hand of a later corrector; B has the words only in the 
margin, and (in opposition to Hug, de antig. Cod. Vat. p. 26) 
not from the first hand (see Tischendorf in the allg. K.-Zeit. 
1843, No. 116, and m the Stud. und Krit. 1847, p. 133); 
while in the Cod. 67, proceeding from the twelfth century,” it 
was placed certainly in the text by the first hand, but was 
deleted by a second hand (which betrays generally an affinity 
with B). The evidence of the versions is unanimous for ev 
’Edeow; but in the Fathers we find undeniable indications 
that the omission in B x*, and the deletion in Cod. 67, are 
founded upon older codices, and have arisen out of critical 
erounds. For Basil the Great, contra Eunom. ii. 19 (Opp. ed. 
Garnier, I. p. 254), says: tots ’Egeotoss EmioTeAAwv ws yvnoiws 
HvwOmEVvoLs TO OvTe (that is, to Him who is existent, in the absolute 
sense) 6c eEmiyvmoews, dvTas adTovs lölabovrws Wvouadev 
eimov' Tols dylows Tols odcıv Kal TiaTOls ev XpioTe@ 
’Incod. OüÜrw yap kal oi mpo Hudv Tapaded@xact, Kal pets 
ev Tols Tadalos ToY avTiypapayv eüpnkauev. From this 
passage it is clear that Basil considered it indeed certain that 
the Epistle was written to the Ephesians, but looked upon the 
words ev ’Eg¢éow as non-genuine, to which conclusion he had 
been led not merely by way of tradition, but also through the 
old Mss. existing in his time, which he had himself looked 


1 See Lünemann, de ep. ad Eph. authentid, ete., 1842; Anger, über d. Lao- 
dicenerbrief (Beitr. z. Einl. in’s N. T.1.), 1843. Reiche, in his Comment. crit. 
in N. T. 11. 1859, has the most fully and thoroughly controverted the view of the 
Epistle being destined for Ephesus, and the genuineness of the words iv "Egiew. 
Comp. also Weiss in Herzog’s Eneykl. XIX. s.v. ‘‘ Epheserbrief.” 

2 According to others, including Reiche (Comm. crit. p. 102), even from the 
ninth or tenth century ; but not from the year,1331, as Credner, Hinl. 1. 2, 
p. 397, states. This year belongs to the Codex 67, which contains the Acts and 
Catholic Epistles. See Griesbach, II. p. xv.; Scholz, II. p. x. 
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into, and which had not &v ’E¢éow.' It has, however, been 
incorrectly asserted that Jerome also did not find ev 'Ebeow 
in MSS., but knew it merely as a conjecture (Böttger, Beitr. 3, 
p. 37; Olshausen). He says, namely, on i. 1 (Opp. ed. Vallars. 
VII. p. 545): Quidam curiosius, quam necesse est, putant ex co, 
quod Moysidictum sit [Ex.ii.14]: haec dices filiis Israel: quit 
est misit me, etiam cos, qui Kphesi sunt sancti et fideles, essentiae 
vocabulo nuncupatos? . . . Alii vero simpliciter non ad eos, qui 
sint, sed qui Ephesi sancti et fideles sint, scriptam arbitrantur. 
But this “ seriptam arbitrantur” does not refer to the fact that 
these “ala” had thought that the readers of the Epistle were 
the Ephesians ; to Jerome, on the contrary, ev Edéow is quite 
an undoubted part of the text (sanctis omnibus, qui sunt Ephesi, 
is his reading), and he only adduces two different explanations 
of tots ovow, by which, however, ev ’Edeow is not affected. 
According to the one interpretation, the Christians at Ephesus 
were designated as existing in the metaphysical sense; accord- 


1 We must candidly recognise this as the result of the words of Basil. It is 
a partisan and mistaken view to assert that, in making the above quotation oi 
the address of our Epistle, he had not included iv ’Egew, because he had pre- 
viously said ro "Eperins tmioriadwy, and that his appeal to tradition and the 
old Mss. applied only to the article rois before oda (1’ Enfant, Wolf), or to oc 
(Wiggers in the Stud. u. Krit. 1841, p. 423 f.). In opposition to l’Enfant, it may 
be urged that Basil must necessarily have written rods övras previously, because 
the genuineness and the stress of the article (which is still wanting in Cod. 46) 
would have been in question ; in opposition to Wiggers, that not the slightest 
critical trace of a previous omission of ote is to be found ; while, in opposition 
to. both, we may urge the decisive consideration, that it is in the highest degree 
arbitrary to assume that in the case of a verbal critical citation, such as Basil here 
gives with so earnest and emphatic a statement of his reason for doing so (strw 
yep x.7.a.), words were passed over, because they would be obvious of them- 
selves, and words, too, which were so far from being unimportant, that in fact 
it was only their absence that could warrant the metaphysical explanation of 
rois odowv, and did beyond doubt give rise to it. And if Basil were concerned 
only with rois or ota, why, then, has he not merely cited the passage as far 
as oda, but also added the xai wirrois iv X. ’I., so unimportant for that meta- 
physical conception of rs ote, and—strangest of all—omitted just the iv 
*Egicw which stood between? An inconceivable parsimony! No; no reader 
could understand the cttw yap x.>7.a. otherwise than of the form of address just 
literally cited in the rois ayios Tois obow zul wierois iv X. 'I., from which the 
recension which was then current differed, in that it contained év "Egicw. 

* Probably (see the scholion from Origen in Tischendorf) this explanation 
proceeded from Origen, since it looks quite like him, and he wrote a commentary 
on the Epistle, which was used by Jerome. 
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ing to the other, rois odcw was taken in the usual simple 
sense, and consequently the Epistle was regarded as directed 
not to the existent Ephesian Christians, but to the Christians 
who were to be found at Ephesus. Thus Jerome has not men- 
tioned the omission of ev "Eg¢éow, and therefore probably was 
not aware that the opinion of those “quidam” had originated 
from the very reading without ev "Edéow ; on which account he 
looked upon this opinion as a curiosity. Hence he furnishes, 
almost contemporaneously with Basil, an important counter- 
poise to his testimony. But if Basil in his time stands alone, 
he has a precursor, whose testimony points back to a consider- 
ably greater antiquity, in Tertullian, who says, contra Mare. 
v. 11: “ Praeterco hic et de alia epistola, quam nos ad Ephesios 
praescriptam! habemus, haeretict vero ad Laodicenos;” and at 
v. 17: “ Ecclesiae quidem veritate epistolam istam ad Ephesios 
habemus emissam, non ad Laodicenos, sed Marcion ei titulum 
aliquando interpolare (i.e. to make it otherwise, alter it) gestiit, 
quasi et in isto diligentissimus explorator; nihil autem de titulis 
interest, cum ad omnes apostolus scripserit, dum ad quosdam.” 
According to this, in Tertullian’s time the Epistle was 
acknowledged by the orthodox church, and by Tertullian 
himself (comp. cont. Marc. iv. 5, de praescrip. haer. 36), as 
an Epistle to the Ephesians, and only heretics like Marcion 
regarded it as addressed to the Laodiceans; but Tertullian 
cannot have read or known of ev 'Edeow, i. 1, because other- 
wise he would not have spoken merely of a change in the 
superscription (praescriptam, titulum ; comp. on this last, de 
pudie. 20, al.), and would not have appealed to the “ veritas 
ecclesiae,’ but to the text. It has been objected, indeed (see 
especially, Harless and Wiggers, and compare also Liinemann), 
that this is an inference from the critical standpoint of our 


1 That is, superscribed. Comp. for example, Gellius, v. 21, ‘‘epistola... cui 
titulus praescriptus est.” The words “ ad Ephesios” and ‘‘ ad Laodicenos” are 
the ‘‘ipsissima verba” of the titulus praescriptus. Hence titulus and praescri- 
bere are not to be referred to the address and salutation, which are, in fact, an 
integral part of the epistolary text itself (in opposition to Harless, Lünemann, 
and others, and Laurent in the Jahrb. fiir Deutsche Theol. 1866, p. 131). See 
also Reiche, Comment. crit. p. 109. The reading perscriptam in the above 
passage of Tertullian has evidently arisen from praescriptam (which is contained 
in the editions of Pamelius and Rigaltius) not haviug been understood. 
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time, and that it would have been quite natural in Ter- 
tullian summarily to bring in the “veritas ecclesiae.” But this 
would only have been natural for him in the event of the 
question relating to a falsification of the text by Marcion. 
The question here concerns a falsification of the titulus, 
which, if the words ev "Edéow had stood in the text, would 
have been at variance with the text; and what would have 
been in that case more natural than to appeal to the apostolic 
ev “Edéow? The invocation of the “veritas ecclesiae” serves 
precisely to prove that an apostolic év "Eg¢éow was not known 
to Tertullian. This at the same time applies in opposition 
to the remark of Wiggers, I. 1, p. 429, that Marcion could 
not have read anything else than év "Edécw in the address, 
if he had discovered anything to be changed in the super- 
scription, which was naturally (?) of the same tenor (# mpos 
"Edecious EmioroAn). No, he not merely may, but must 
have read in the address nothing at all of the place for which 
the Epistle was destined ; otherwise he must have falsified the 
address also, and not merely the traditional superseription— 
which is not to be assumed, since Tertullian brings a charge 
against him merely as concerns the Zitulus, and, on his own 
part, betrays no knowledge whatever of an év ‘E¢éo@ in the 
address. How, then, could Tertullian dismiss the falsification 
of Marcion with the evasive nihil autem de titulis interest, 
cum ad omnes, etc., if he had before him in the apostolic text 
ev ’Edéow, before which the title mpos Aaodixéas would at 
once have broken down? Little as it fell in with Tertullian’s 
purpose to assail Marcion at length on account of his falsi- 
fication of the title, since he was occupied in confuting his 
dogmatic errors, surely it would have required no more words 
to dispose of the falsifier of the title by an appeal to the text, 
than to get rid of the matter with the superficial nihil autem 
de titulis, ete. And how could Marcion himself (evidently on 
the ground of Col. iv. 16) have hit upon the idea of changing 
the title of the Epistle, if he himself had read ev ’Edeow in 
i. 1? Dogmatic reasons, which at other times determined the 
heretic in his critical proceedings, did not exist here at all. 
If, in accordance with all this, the testimony of Tertullian, as 
well as the procedure of Marcion, to which he bears witness, 
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is adverse to the ev ’"Edéow; that, on the other hand, of 
Ignatius, ad Eph. 12, is not to be used either for or against, 
whether we look at his words in the shorter or the longer 
recension." 

But although, when the matter is thus cleared up, Basil on 
the ground of older Mss. rejected ev "Eg¢éow, and Marcion and 
Tertullian did not read the words, they are yet to be most 
decidedly retained as original, for the following external and 
internal reasons (in addition to the attestation, upon which 
we have already remarked, of all other still extant witnesses, 
and especially of the versions):—(1) The entire ancient 
church has designated our Epistle expressly as Epistle to the 
Ephesians (Irenaeus, Haer. v. 23; Clemens Alex. Strom. iv. 8, 
p. 592, ed. Potter; Tertullian, Origen, and others, even as early 
as the Canon Murat., and Valentinus in the Philosoph. Or. vi. 
34), without even a single voice, with the exception of Marcion’s, 
being raised against this view. But if the words &v "Edeow 
had been wanting from the outsct, and the Epistle had thus 
borne on the face of it no place of destination, such a con- 
sensus would have been quite as inexplicable in itself as at 
variance with the analogy of the other Epistles, in which 
throughout the judgment of the church as to the first readers 
coincides with the superscription, where there is one, and 
beyond doubt depends upon it. (2) In all his Epistles Paul 


1 According to the longer recension (in Dressel, p. 332): “Ywsis 3: Madaov 
cuupioras tort hyınaulvov, meuuprupnutvov.. .. ds wayrors ty weis denasoıv 
airod wynwovsvsı dmay (vulg. aaa»). Following the reading reev, Credner 
here concludes that our Epistle was not directed to the Ephesians alone. But 
it would apply to ‘‘the Pauline Christians in general,” so that it would not at 
all contain a reference to the individual Epistle. According to the shorter re- 
cension, the passage runs thus: IIavAov x.7.A.,05 iv radon iwıaroan wynmovedss 
bay. Here iv warn imıarorn does not mean, in the whole Epistle, —a linguistically 
erroneous interpretation which, though still defended by Harless and repeated 
by Dressel, would yield a quite irrelevant meaning ; for how strange to say to A, 
who has received a letter from B: B makes mention of you in his whole letter ! 
This is surely obvious of itself, and is not at all a point appropriate to be dwelt 
upon! On the contrary, iv w&en iwıororä means: in every Epistle; so that 
Ignatius does not mean our Epistle alone, nor yet by de@v specially the Ephesians 
as such, but the Ephesians as Pauline Christians generally (as regards category), 
and hence could say : he makes mention of you in every Epistle. It is not diffi- 
cult to see how, in the words under consideration, the longer recension is related 
as explanatory to the shorter. 
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designates in the address the recipients most definitely, even 
when he does not write to the Christians of a single town 
(Cor. 1) 25:2 Cor. i 1), or to a single church (Gal.'i. 2). 
Accordingly our Epistle, if fairly regarded in accordance with 
the address, should ev "Edéow not be genuine, would be 
marked out as a catholic one, without any limitation what- 
ever of locality or nationality of the readers——a view with 
which the contents (i 15, ii. 11, iii, 1, iv. 17, etc.) as well 
as the mission of Tychicus (vi. 21) would be decidedly at 
variance. (3) On each occasion, when St. Paul in the address 
has used rois odaw, it serves to specify the locality of the 
readers. See Rom. i. 7: rois odaıv ev 'Poun; Phil. i. 1: tots 
ovow Ev Pırimmois; 1 Cor. i. 2: TH ovon Ev KopivOo, and 
even so 2 Cor.i. 1. Compare the addresses in the Ignatian 
Epistles. (4) If Paul had written tots dylows tots otow Kat 
ıotolis, we should have a form of address, which does 
not even admit of any tolerable explanation. It would yield 
the meaning: to the saints, who are also (not merely saints, 
but also) believing." But what a diffuse and inappropriate 
severance of the ideas “saints and believing,’ which should 
rather be conjoined into wnity (comp. Col. i. 2)! With the 
apostle there are no saints, who are not also believers. The 
explanation of Meier is chargeable with the same inappro- 
priateness: to the saints, who are also faithful (since the un- 
faithful have ceased to be saints); and, moreover, it is to be 
taken into consideration that mvorots is not defined to have 
the sense of faithful by the context, but rather, when used 
in the address, and connected with & X. ’I., most naturally 
presents the sense of believing, as in Col. i. 2.” Credner, 
Einl. I. 2, p. 400, translates: to the saints, who are in fact 
also believers, and this is held to mean: to the saints, who 
are true believers; in the mouth of Paul equivalent to 


1 It is not necessary that in this case ode should stand after ırrois. Comp. 
John i. 49, iv. 9; Acts vii. 2; Eph. ii. 1, etc. 

2 This also holds in opposition to Böttger’s views, Beiträge, 3, p. 29 ff. : to the 
saints, who there are also faithful, in which the odcw presents a contrast to the 
apostate Jewish-Christians, who had been faithful. Such a contrast would neces- 
sarily, from the very nature of the case, have been spoken of in the Epistle 
itself.—We may add that already the Gothic version has translated sireis, 
faithful (“ triggvaim ”). 
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Pauline Christians. But, in this case, tots odaıv could not, 
without risk of being misapprehended, dispense with a 
defining addition (in fact), or Paul at least must have written 
rois Kal ovow motos, in which case by means of «ai the 
special emphasis of odow might be indicated (who are not 
merely called believers, but also are so). Yet even thus the 
expression would not be clear, and the meaning: to the Pauline 
Christians, would be purely imported. In a context, where 
Pauline and anti-Pauline Christians were spoken of, the reader 
might without further indication understand under true be- 
lievers the former ; but not in the address, where this reference 
is not suggested by anything, and the less so, seeing that this 
contrast does not come once under discussion in the Epistle itself. 
Schneckenburger and Matthies attach tots odcıv to Tols ayloıs. 
The latter (comp. Bengel) explains: tots ovcwv, who are there 
(namely, in Asia Minor, whither Tychicus was journeying to 
visit them), which imputes to Paula strange clumsiness. But 
Schneckenburger (Beitrage, p. 133) renders: to the saints, who 
are in fact such. But even thus Paul, in order to obviate 
misunderstanding (and in the address of an official writing at 
any rate people express themselves definitely and clearly), could 
not have dispensed with some defining adjunct (in fact) to Tots 
ovo. ; and, even apart from this, how unsuitable would the 
address be, whether we explain the true saints as standing in 
contrast to the nominal Christians or to the Jews! The former 
would yield an indefinite designation of the readers, and would 
contain an exclusion and separation unsuited to the apostolic 
spirit and working. And the latter would be quite out of 
place, since the Epistle has nothing at all to do with the 
contrast to Judaism. All explanations without ev 'Ederw 
are fanciful impossibilities, unless we keep to the first-given 
simple translation of the words. Weiss does this in Herzog’s 
Encykl. XIX. p. 480; rejecting év “Edéow, he makes the 
saints, who are believers also on Christ,‘ to be said of the 
New Testament saints in contrast with those of the Old Testa- 
ment. But this contrast would itself be quite without any 
motive in the contents of the Epistle ; indeed, in the «at (also) 


1 So in substance also Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 122: ‘‘ sanctis, iisdemque fidem 
in Christum profitentibus.” 
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there would be implied a side-glance at the wnconverted Jews, 
which would be out of place and unsuitable. 

In view of all that has been said, we must defend ev 
"Edéow, i. 1, as decidedly genwine. But wherefore was it 
omitted at so early a period (Marcion, Tertullian, the old mss. 
in Basil) in a portion of the codices? Certainly this omission 
was not a mere transcriber’s error (Lünemann); for not only 
is such an error in itself improbable at the very main point of 
the address, but it would not have obtained any considerable 
diffusion. Further, the possible reason, which may account 
at Rom. i. 7 for the absence of év “Pounm in various MSS., 
namely, though a transcript of the Epistle for public reading 
in another particular church, is here at any rate improbable, 
since the manuscripts not containing ev ’Edéow must have 
been circulated in very different regions (Asia and Africa) and 
in very considerable number. This latter fact might point to 
the hypothesis that, by omitting ev ’Edeow, it was sought 
to give to an Epistle so general in tenor and weighty, the 
impress of a Catholic one (comp. Wieseler, Chrunol. des apost. 
Zeitalt. p. 438). But, in point of fact, the apostolic Epistles 
directed ad quosdam were already of themselves regarded as 
written ad omnes (Jerome, c. Marc. v. 17), and hence there was 
no need of the procedure indicated. Equally inadmissible, more- 
over, is the view (see below), that from the very first in a por- 
tion of the manuscripts the place for the local name was left 
vacant, and thereby ev "Edéow was omitted." Nor yet can 
we accept the dogmatic reason, that the name of the place was 
deleted with a view to favour the metaphysical explanation of 
Tots ovaw, specified in Basil and Jerome, since the converse 
alone is natural, namely, that the metaphysical interpretation 
of Tois odow arose from the fact of the text being already 
deprived of the ev 'Edeow. 

The omission would rather appear due to ancient historical 
criticism. From the contents of the letter at a very early period 


1 Schott, Jsag. p. 279, suggests that perhaps Paul himself had commissioned 
Tychicus to have copies for other churches made at Ephesus, and to have the 
names of these other churches inserted therein in place of the &v "Ege which 
came from himself ; and that a copyist had left a blank for the future insertion 
of the name, which he had forgotten thereafter to fill up. 
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the inference had been drawn, that it was addressed to persons who 
were as yet personally unknown to the apostle, and still novices 
in Christianity.’ And how naturally did this lead to the view 
that the Ephesians had not been the recipients, and so to the 
deletion of év ’Edeow! The text written without év "Edéow 
was soon laid hold of to support the metaphysical explanation 
of tots odcıv, which had arisen out of it; and the favour and 
diffusion which the latter received from its accordance with 
the taste of the age necessarily contributed to the spread of 
the text which was denuded of the ev "Edéow. The omission 
of these words, thus originated and diffused, could not indeed 
do away with the correct ecclesiastical tradition of the Epistle 
being destined for Ephesus, or frustrate the preservation of ev 
’Edeow and the triumph of that original reading (supported 
as it was by all the versions), which had been already achieved 
by the time of Jerome ; but it did make it possible for Marcion, 
seeing that he already found ev ’E¢éo@ no longer in the text, 
to alter, in opposition to tradition, the title mpos “Edeotous 
into mpos Aaoöıreas, regarding the Epistle on the basis of 
Col. iv. 16 as addressed to the Laodiceans—in the service of 
the same criticism, under which, only handled in a negative 
sense, ev Edéow had disappeared. 

But, it is said, the contents—quite general in tenor, without 
personal reminiscences and references, without salutations (not 
even Timotheus and Aristarchus are mentioned, as in Col. i. 1, 
iv. 10; Philem. 24), without any trace of that close intimacy 
in which Paul had stood to his Ephesian converts, as a father to 
his children’—are of such a character that the Epistle of itself 


1 Historical traces of this ancient view are to be found in Theodoret, Praef., 
and on i. 15, who relates “that some had asserted that Paul ande» rads 
"Egecious rifsauivo» had written this Epistle to them ;” and also in Euthalius 
(ap. Zaccagni in Collect. mon. vet. eccl. p. 524): 4 wpös ’EQecious... Ns iv oH 
xpoypapn rd puorrpioy ixribsrar, wapamrncios Ti mwpös "Popmious auPoripas oF te 
axons yvapipnıs, xal sioly abras mwpös avrdiaoroAny üpxgal zurnxoupivay xal wırray 
siraywyai. Comp. also the Synops. script. sacr. in Athanasius, Opp. III. p. 
194, ed. Bened. : radrny imıorirau ard "Pouns, ovrw my abrous twpaxds, axovous 
3: mover wepl avtay (ray ’Edeciwy). 

2 It is arbitrary and contrary to the manner of the apostle to assume, with 
Wurm (in the Tüb. Zeitschr. 1833, I. p. 98), that Paul, because of painful experi- 
ences which he had had in Ephesus, avoided mention of previous occurrences. 
How altogether different is his procedure, especially in the Epistle to the Galatians! 
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betrays that it was not directed to the Ephesians; and the 
passages, i. 15, iii. 1-4, iv. 21, point to readers who had not 
been in any personal connection with the apostle. Mainly 
based on this internal character of the Epistle, we find two 
hypotheses concerning the readers for whom it was destined :— 
I. Following Marcion, Grotius, Hammond, Mill, Pierce, du 
Pin, Wall, the younger Vitringa, Venema, Wetstein, Paley, et 
al., including, recently, Holzhausen and others (see on Col. 
iv. 16), as well as Räbiger, Christologia Paul. p. 48, have sup- 
posed’ that the Epistle was addressed to the Laodiceans, as 
being personally unknown to the apostle (Col. ii. 1). While 
this hypothesis (to which Baur, p. 457, is also inclined) falls 
of itself, if the genuineness of év "Edéoq is established, it may, 
moreover, be urged in opposition to it—(a) that from Marcion’s 
procedure we may not infer an Asiatic tradition. For the 
ecclesiastical tradition is quite unanimous in regarding the 
Ephesians as readers of the Epistle; there is no trace of deviation ; 
the heretic stands alone with his adherents, without any antici- 
pation or echo of his critical paradox. (0) Since, according to 
Col. iv. 16, the Epistle to the Laodiceans had at the very first 
become known in two different churches—in Laodicea and 
Colossae,—and without doubt was disseminated from both by 
copies, it is the more incomprehensible how the Ephesians 
could appropriate to themselves the Laodicean letter, and how 
universal ecclesiastical tradition could support this view with- 
out meeting with opposition in the church itself. The appeal 
to the earthquake, which, according to Tacitus, Ann. xiv. 27, 
in the year 60 (according to Eusebius, Chron., and Orosius, 
Hist. vii. 7, only at a later date; see Wieseler, p. 455) de- 
stroyed Laodicea (according to Eusebius and Orosius, Colossae 
and Hierapolis also), yields no result, since, according to 


1 See, in opposition to this assumption, also Satori, über d. Laodicenerbricy, 
Lübeck 1853, and especially Reiche, p. 131 sqq. Reiche, however, considers 
our Epistle as identical with that mentioned in Col. iv. 16; in his view it 
was destined not merely for the Laodiceans, but also for Hierapolis and other 
churches of that region, and thence had no place specified in the opening 
address ; but Paul had orally imparted to Tychicus more particular directions as 
to that point. See, in opposition to the alleged encyclical destination of the 
Epistle, generally what is said below under II. The view of Weiss is essen- 
tially similar to that of Reiche. 
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Tacitus, 7c, Laodicea was soon restored; and the Christian 
church there cannot have perished (Rev. iii.), still less the 
knowledge of the Epistle which Paul had written to them. 
No doubt, in view of Col. iv. 16, there must have been an 
affinity of contents between the Epistle to the Laodiceans and 
that to the Colossians, which seems to tell in favour of the 
identity of our Epistle with the former; but may not Paul, 
besides our Epistle and that to the Colossians, have written a 
third kindred in its contents ? which has perished, like a letter 
to the Corinthians (1 Cor. v. 9), one to the Philippians (see 
on Phil. iii. 1, Remark), and perhaps also others, which have 
left no traces behind. (c) If our Epistle is the Epistle to the 
Laodiceans, it must have been written before the Epistle to 
the Colossians (Col. iv. 16), which, according to § 2, is not to 
be assumed. Indeed, at Eph. vi. 21 and Col. iv. 7, there 
might possibly be not even meant one and the same journey of 
Tychicus (which yet forces itself on us so undeniably in pur- 
suance of the words and the geographical relations), seeing 
that Paul, in the Epistle to the Colossians (iv. 15), directs the 
Laodiceans, and an individual among them, to be saluted,— 
which, from the nature of the case, he would hardly have done, 
if he had been sending to them at the same time a letter, and 
that by so trusted a fellow-labonren! who, besides, had to travel 
by way of Laodicea to Colossae (see on Col. iv. 16, Remark). 
(d) What Holzhausen says of Col. ii. 2, that it was written 
with a consciousness of the Epistle to the Ephesians, is 
purely imaginary. See, in opposition to it, Harless, p. xxxix.— 


1 This enigma would only admit of solution from the domain of conjecture. 
The easiest thing would be to say, that Paul, when he had the Epistle to the 
Colossians with his salutation to the Laodiceans already completed, had only 
then resolved to send further with Tychicus @ letter to the Laodiceans, in 
drawing up which he was aware that Tychicus would reach Laodicea before 
Colossae. But with all hypotheses, which are not made in the consistent follow- 
ing out of an ascertained fact, the ground falls away under our feet. Others 
have asserted that Paul wished to repeat the salutations, or that he had only, as 
he was writing to the Colossians, heard about Nymphas through Epaphras ; but 
these, after all, are nothing but suppositions, which, moreover, are invalidated 
by the fact that our Epistle is to be placed after that to the Colossians (see § 2). 
3ertholdt considers the salutation in Col. iv. 15 merely as introduction to the 
subsequent commission (‘‘have the letter brought to the Laodiceans with my 
salutation”). But how utterly in opposition to the connection ! 
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II. Following Beza,' and Ussher in his Annales ad ann. 64, 
Garnier, ad Basil. l.c., Bengel, Benson, Michaelis, Zachariae, 
Koppe, Ziegler (in Henke’s Magaz. IV. 2, p. 225 ff.), Justi (ver- 
mischte Abhandlungen, II. p. 81 ff.), Stolz, Haenlein, Schmidt, 
Eichhorn, Bertholdt, Hug, Flatt, Hemsen, Schott, Feilmoser, 
Schrader, Schneckenburger, Neander, Riickert, Credner, Matthies, 
Meier, Harless, Böttger, Anger, Olshausen, Thiersch (Kirche 
im apost. Zeitalt. p. 145 sqq.), Guericke, Lange, Bleek, and 
others have, though with manifold variations in detail (see 
Liinemann, p. 33 sqq.), regarded our Epistle as a circular letter. 
In that case Ephesus has mostly been included in the circle 
of churches concerned, but sometimes—as by Koppe, Haenlein 
(who has even lighted on the Peloponnesus !), Eichhorn, Ber- 
tholdt, and Reiche—entirely excluded ; while Laodicea and its 
neighbourhood have been in various ways brought in (accord- 
ing to Credner, e.g., one copy of the letter was sent to Hphesus 
to be circulated among the churches on the west coast of Asia 
Minor; and another copy to Laodicea, to be circulated among 
the churches in the interior), in fact, have even been regarded 
as the locality for which the Epistle was primarily and specially 
destined ; Bleek being withal of opinion that the Ephesians only 
got it to read from Tychicus on his journey to Phrygia, and 
retained for themselves a copy of it. But, in opposition to the | 
view of any sort of encyclical destination, we may decisively | 
again urge—(a) the universal and undivided ecclesiastical 
tradition, which does not exhibit the very slightest trace of 
such a destination. Indeed, both the orthodox and Marcion 
are here at one, since both name only one church as the 
receiver of the Epistle. And when we remember what a high 
honour any church could not but consider it to have received 
an apostolic writing, the utter disappearance of all knowledge 
that our Epistle had belonged to other churches, or had been 
claimed by them as their property, would be quite incon- 
ceivable. (db) Even apart from the circumstance that Paul 
does not in the Epistle give the slightest hint of any encyclical 


' Who, on the subscription to the Epistle, expresses the conjecture that it 
was sent not so much ad Hphesios ipsos proprie, as rather to Ephesus, ‘‘ut ad 
ceteras Asiaticas ecclesias transmitteretur;” and that hence, probably, arose the 
partial omission of ty ’Egicg. 
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destination for it, the words of the address év ’Ederw, which 
cannot critically be dislodged, expressly testify against it. Paul 
could not thus address it, if he had intended it for more 
extended circulation, or even for other localities." How very dif- 
ferently he knew how to stamp on the face of the Epistles to the 
Corinthians the body of readers for whom they were intended ! 
But if the ev “Eg¢écw is held to be spurious (against this 
view, see above), then the address, which with ev “Ed¢ésq is 
too limited for a circular letter, would without these words be 
too wide for the purpose; for then zo local definition of the 
readers whatever would be indicated, and the Epistle would 
present itself not as an encyclical, but as a cutholic? Epistle. 
(c) If, with Rückert and Olshausen, we should assume that 
Paul, in the several copies which he gave to Tychicus, had 


! This holds also in opposition to the form which Harless has given to the 
matter. The readers, in ‘his view, were daughter-churches of Ephesus, or 
Christians scattered about the country, who had first been made acquainted 
with the gospel from Ephesus, and of whom Paul had received intelligence 
through the Ephesians. To these Christians he had forwarded the Epistle 
through the Ephesian church. But as the Ephesian church itself might also 
extract benefit and edification from it, the apostle had wished that the Epistle 
should be publicly read to the principal church and remain with it. Harless 
conceives of Tychicus as giving the following message to the Ephesians : ‘‘ / bring 
to you here a letter which concerns you all, but specially the Gentile Christians, 
of whom you have spoken to the apostle. Take care that the letter, when it has 
been read with you, should also come into their hands, ye who know best the ways 
and means for that end ; and bring me to them, in order that I, in accordance 
with the apostle’s commission, may tell them what I have told you concerning his 
condition.” Thus the letter would primarily and mainly have applied to 
readers outside of Ephesus, and Paul would have addressed it rois ovaw “EN 
’"Egiow? He would have suppressed its principal destination, and would have 
placed as the address only a mediate and subordinate one? No, Paul would have 
known how really to express in the opening address the relation which Harless 
has merely presupposed, if he had so conceived of it. See also Reiche, p. 127. 

? Success cannot attend the attempt mentally to supply the local destination 
of the letter (that disappears with the rejection of iv "Egéew) from any other 
quarter in dealing with so singular and nameless an address. Weiss, lc. 
(comp. Reiche), thinks that Paul had given information to Tychicus for what 
circle of churches in Asia Minor the letter was intended ; but that the later 
tradition had appropriated it to the chief town and chief church, and had 
completed the address accordingly. But that premiss is arbitrarily assumed, 
and this bold stroke of tradition would hardly have gained universal assent, 
especially in view of its enigmatic relation to the contents of the Epistle. If 
Ephesus did not from the first stand in the text, as Marcion did not read it, the 
latter would have acted with more tact in having recourse to Laodicea. 
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left blank the name of the place in order that it might be 
subsequently filled up with the names of the churches con- 
cerned (Ussher first suggested this, followed by Garnier, Bengel, 
Eichhorn, Hug, and others), or that at least in some copies a 
vacant space was left to be filled up at pleasure (Moldenhauer, 
Michaelis, Bertholdt, Hemsen, and others), this is (a) altogether 
an arbitrary transplanting of a modern procedure from the 
counting-houses of the present day back into the apostolic age, 
from which we have circular letters indeed, but no trace of such 
a process of drawing them out, the mechanical nature of which 
would hardly square with the spirit of the apostolic age. And 
(8) would not the Epistle, even if every church concerned 
had received a copy provided with its own name, have yet 
remained a circular letter? Thus, indeed, in the individual 
church-names of the different copies there would have been 
just so many contradictions to the proper destination of the 
Epistle. Why, then, should not Paul—in case of his giving 
to Tychicus the alleged circular letter in several copies—have 
named in every address uniformly the recipient churches as a 
whole? (y) It would have been utter folly (comp. Matthaei, 
ed. min. III. p. 23) if Paul in a portion of the copies had left 
the name of the place blank to be filled up according to 
pleasure in a manner which had not already been fixed. 
Could he write i. 15 ff., vi. 22, without having quite a 
definite conception what churches he had in view? (6) If 
only the name was to be left blank, why was ev also omitted ? 
why did not the copies run Tots otow év... Kat mioTois 
x.7.d.% (e) How inexplicable, that only copies with év ’Edeow, 
and, in addition, those: having no name whatever, should 
have had the good fortune to be preserved and distributed! 
Each of the churches in question would have sought to pre- 
serve and to multiply the copy addressed ¢o i under its name ; 
and different traditions with regard to the readers would 
inevitably have been current at a very early date in the church 
side by side. (&) If Laodicea was in the circle of churches 
in question, Colossae also was so (Col. iv. 16). But Colossae 
did not get the alleged circular letter through the despatch of 
a copy intended for. the Colossians, and addressed to them, 
but had to procure for itself the Laodicean Epistle from 
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Laodicea (Col. /.c.). These arguments tell at the same time 
against Bleek’s hesitating conjecture, that Paul in the Epistle, 
which was primarily intended for Laodicea, Hierapolis, etc., 
had left a gap after tots odcw, because, at the time of writing 
the letter, he was not yet able to specify all the several 
churches; as likewise against Anger’s view, that the cir- 
cular letter, primarily destined for Ephesus, had at the same 
time been destined for the daughter - churches of Asia, and 
among these, also for Laodicea; that Tychicus had to bring 
it first to Ephesus, from whence it was to make its way to 
the other churches, and so to Laodicea, and from thence to 
Colossae. In opposition to this view, see Zeller, Theol. Jahrb. 
1844, I. p. 199 ff. ; Wieseler, Chronol. d. ap. Zeitalt. p. 442 sq. 
Similarly Laurent in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1866, 
p. 131, who assumes that Paul had intended the Epistle for 
the two churches, Laodicea and Ephesus, but had only 
despatched one copy for the two, in which he left the desig- 
nation of the place open. Thus copies with designations 
of the place had arisen through transcripts, some with ev 
Aaodıreia, some with ev ’Ebeow, the latter of which obtained 
the upper hand. But from the evidence of Tertullian (see 
above) we cannot gather that he had seen Mss. with ev 
Aaodixeia. Besides, there would subsist no reason at all why 
Paul, if he had written to these two churches, should not 
also have mentioned both of them in the address. 

In accordance with the foregoing discussion, no other criti- 
cal procedure in ascertaining the readers of the Epistle rests 
on a historical basis but that adopted. by most of the later 
commentators, which arrives at the conclusion that our 
Epistle was directed to the Ephesians and to no further church, 
in pursuance of the genuine ev 'Ebeow, and in agreement 
with the primitive and universal tradition of the church. So 
among the later commentators Whitby, Wolf, Cramer, Morus, 
and more recently Rinck, Sendschr. der Korinther, p. 31 ff, 
and in the Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 948 ff; Wurm in the 
Tiib. Zeitschr. 1833, I. p. 97 £.; Wiggers’ in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1841, p. 412 ff.; Wieseler, Chronol. d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 443. 


' Yet he also takes up the view (already expressed by Beza in his remarks on 
the subscription), that the apostle has not merely regarded the word spoken to 


INTRODUCTION. 17 


We must, however, candidly confess that, while the difficulties 
of the individual passages i. 15, üi. 1-4, iv. 21, may be 
elucidated by their exegesis, the tone and contents of so 
general a tenor, the absence of any reminiscences of personal 
connection with the readers, the want of salutations, ete., in 
an Epistle to the Ephesians, remain more surprising than 
would be the case in any other Epistle. The appeal made by 
Wieseler (p. 449) to the elevated and didactic character of 
the Epistle is not sufficient to explain this strange pheno- 
menon; we lack the historical information for this purpose, 
and scientific modesty and prudence prefer to confess in this 
case the non liquet, rather than to construct hypotheses which, 
as has been shown, fall to pieces of themselves." There must 
have existed historical circumstances which occasioned the 
Epistle to receive the strange form that it undoubtedly has, 
but we are not acquainted with them. It is very natural, 
however, to think of the phenomenon in question as, in part 
at least, causally connected with the mission of Tychicus. In 
accordance with vi. 21 f, Paul may have reserved all details 
to be orally communicated by the latter, who seemed specially 
fitted for this purpose, since he, as an inhabitant of Asia,’ as 


the Ephesians as spoken to them, but has desired and designed a diffusion of the 
Epistle among, and a knowledge of it in, wider circles, so that under the one 
church he is addressing the whole body of Asiatic Christians, which had Ephesus 
as their mother-church and centre. But against this view it must be urged— 
apart from the cireumstance that St. Paul says nothing whatever of this sup- 
posed design—that in all the other Epistles too he might presuppose their being 
communicated to wider circles, and yet is not thereby withheld from entering 
into particulars, sending salutations, and the like. 

1 This holds also of those hypotheses, which do not keep to the view of the 
Christian church at Ephesus as such, regarded as a whole, being the readers of 
the Epistle. Thus Neudecker (Zinl. p. 502) holds that the Epistle is directed 
to that portion of the church which had been converted by the disciples of the 
apostle after he had left Ephesus; and Liinemann conceives that Paul has 
written to a church which had been founded but a short time before in the 
immediate neighbourhood of Ephesus, and which was so closely bound up with 
the Ephesian Church that it might be considered as a part of it. Such 
hypotheses are strikingly and decisively disposed of by the simple and definite 
rois ob civ iv EQéow, which does not admit of any more limited interpretation than 
the addresses rois odo iv 'Poun, Rom. i. 7; rois ovow iv Sirirras, Phil. i. 1, etc. 

2 Perhaps even from Ephesus. In Acts xx. 4, Tychicus and Trophimus are 
named as ‘‘ of Asia,” but the latter at least is definitely designated in xxi. 29 as 
an Ephesian. 
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a witness of Paul’s farewell to the presbyters (Acts xx. 4), and 
also named elsewhere as an emissary to Ephesus (2 Tim. 
iv. 12), was undoubtedly very accurately acquainted with the 
relations of Paul to the Ephesians; whilst on the part also of 
the apostle himself there might be special motives (based 
possibly on the accusation brought against him by the Jews, 
Acts xxi. 28, 29, and on the covetousness of the venal Felix, 
Acts xxiv. 26), arising from the conditions of his imprisonment 
and surveillance, for his deeming it advisable by way of pre- 
caution to compose his Epistle to Zhis particular church, with 
which he was on the most intimate footing, without setting forth 
personal relations and special circumstances. Nevertheless, this 
Epistle, as an apostolical letter to the Ephesians, with its so 
general, and, even in various particulars, surprising contents, 
remains an enigma awaiting further solution; and we must 
confess that if Ephesus had not been given as the place of 
destination, criticism would least of all have been likely to 
light upon this church among the Asiatic churches known to us. 


SEC. 2.—PLACE AND TIME OF COMPOSITION. 


St. Paul was a prisoner when he wrote the Epistle, iii. 1, 
iv. 1, vi. 20. It has always been the prevailing opinion that 
this imprisonment was the captivity at Rome, narrated in the 
Acts of the Apostles. But David Schulz in the Stud. «. 
Krit. 1829, p. 612 ff, and after him Schneckenburger, 
Beitr. p.144 f.; Schott; Böttger (in connection, doubtless, with 
his hypothesis that that Roman imprisonment only lasted a 
few days); Wiggers in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1841, p. 436 ff; 
Thiersch, d. Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 176; Reuss, @esch. 
der heil. Schr. N. T.$ 114; Schenkel (comp. also Weiss in 
Herzog’s Eneykl. XIX. p. 718); and Zöckler in Vilmar’s 
Pastoral-theol. Blätt. 1863, p. 277f, have decided in favour 
of the captivity at Caesarea. And rightly so. Not, however, 
as if the friends of Paul, who are named in the contemporary 
letters to the Colossians and to Philemon (Col iv. 9-14; 
Philem. 10 ff., 23 f.), could not have been with him at Rome, 

1 Graul (Lips. 1836) wrote in opposition to Schulz and Schott. 
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as has been sought to be inferred from the Epistle to the 
Philippians, which only (i. 1) mentions Timotheus ;' nor, 
again, on account of mpos @pav, Philem. 15, which expression 
as contrasted with aiwvıov by no means presupposes merely 
a quite short separation of the runaway Onesimus from his 
master; nor yet because Paul at Rome could not have obtained 
sufficiently accurate information concerning Colossae, for this 
might, in fact, have been got sufficiently by means of Epaphras 
(Col. iv. 12) ;—but, (1) because it is in itself more natural and 
probable that the slave Onesimus had run away from Colossae 
as far as Caesarea, than that he should have fled, at the cost 
of a long journey by sea, to Rome, the more especially as the 
fugitive was not yet a Christian. The objection (see Wieseler, 
p. 417), that in the great city of Rome he would have been 
more secure from being tracked by the fugitivariz, who were 
everywhere on the look-out for runaway slaves, cannot be 
maintained, since this police-agency was certainly most to be 
dreaded in the capital itself and im the company of a state- 
prisoner. (2) If our Epistle and the Epistle to the Colossians 
had been sent from Rome, then would its bearer Tychicus, 
who was accompanied by Onesimus (Col. iv. 8, 9), have arrived 
at Ephesus first, and then at Colossae ; and accordingly we 
might reasonably expect that Paul would have mentioned to 
the Ephesians along with Tychicus (Eph. vi. 21, 22) his com- 
panion Onesimus (as he does in Col. iv. 8, 9), in order by 
that means to prepare for his beloved Onesimus a good recep- 
tion among the Ephesians. If, on the contrary, Tychicus 
started with Onesimus ‚from Caesarea, he arrived by the most 
direct road, in keeping with the design of the journey of 
Onesimus, first at Colossae, where he left the slave with his 
master, and thence passed on to Ephesus; accordingly Paul 
had, in the circumstance that Onesimus did not go with 
Tychicus to Ephesus, a natural reason for not including a 
mention of Onesimus in the Epistle to the Ephesians. Comp. 
Wisgers, /.c. p. 440 ff. It is not enough to explain this non- 
mention from the general absence of individual references in 

1 In any case the Epistle to the Philippians was written later. But these 


friends might just as well have been with the apostle at Rome as at Caesarea, as 
certainly was the case with Aristarchus (Col. iv. 10; Philem. 24), Acts xxvii. 2. 


20 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS, 


our Epistle (Wieseler), since here the question concerns a single 
passage, which is really of an individual and personal tenor. 
(3) In Eph. vi. 21, iva de eiöhre Kai dpeis, this kat indicates the 
conception that, when Tychicus should come to the Ephesians, 
he would have already fulfilled the aim here expressed in the 
case of others. And these others are the Colossians (Col. iv. 
8,9), with regard to whom, therefore, Paul knew that Tychicus 
would come first to them, which again tells in favour not of 
Rome, but of Caesarea, as the starting-point. If the messenger 
had been despatched from Rome, and so had proceeded from 
Ephesus to Colossae, we should then have expected the «ad at 
the corresponding passage in the Zpistle to the Colossians.” 
Further, (4) Paul, in Philem. 22, asks Philemon to prepare a 
lodging for him, and that, too, for speedy use. (See on Philem. l.e.) 
This, on the one hand, presupposes the fact that his present 
place of imprisonment was much nearer to Colossae than the 
far distant Rome, especially considering the slowness of navi- 
gation in those days; on the other hand,—and this is withal the 
main point,—we must assume, in the light of this request, that 
Paul thought of coming from his place of imprisonment, after 
the speedy release which he hoped for, direct to Phrygia, and 
in particular to Colossae unto Philemon, without making any 
intermediate journeys, since otherwise there would be no motive 
for the request as to the immediate preparation of a lodging for 
him at the house of Philemon simultaneously with the taking 
back of Onesimus. But now it is plain from Phil. ii, 24 that 
Paul, when he was lying a prisoner at Rome and was there 
hoping for his liberation, intended to journey to Macedonia 


1 Wiggers appeals to ver. 22, holding, namely, that Paul could not legiti- 
mately have written ov true apis tues sis abro rovro x.7.a., if Tychicus must, 
in the very nature of the case from his being destined for Colossae, have come 
to Ephesus. But wrongly. For even if Tychicus, in virtue of the direction of 
his journey (from Rome to Colossae), would necessarily have been brought by 
way of Ephesus, he might nevertheless have merely passed through it, if St. 
Paul had not expressly given him orders for the definite object of Eph. vi. 22, 
and entrusted him with commissions to the church. The fact that Tychicus 
must necessarily have travelled by way of Ephesus would not therefore exclude 
the truth of the tru Wa wpis tuzs x.7.2. We may add, that from Rome the 
travellers might have reached Colossae, without even touching at Ephesus,—by 
way of Miletus possibly,—so that Paul, ii Rome be presupposed as the starting- 
point, might the more fitly write these words. 
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(not to Spain, to which his views had been directed earlier, 
Rom. xv. 24),— which, after what has been said above, is not 
in keeping with the bespeaking of a lodging with Philemon. 
This bespeaking, on the other hand, is quite appropriate, if 
Paul was at Caesarea. From that place, after the speedy 
release which he hoped for, he intended to journey through 
Phrygia and Asia generally, and next to carry out his old plan, 
which was directed to Rome (Rom. i. 10 ff; Acts xix. 21). 
Whether at this time he still entertained his earlier plan of a 
journey to Spain (Rom. xv. 24; at Phil. ii, 24 he had given 
it up), is a matter of indifference for our question. But it is 
certain that Paul at Caesarea, considering his gentle treatment 
and the lax prosecution of his trial under Felix, might hope for 
speedy liberation (Acts xxiv. 23, 26). It has been maintained 
(see Wieseler, p. 420, Guericke, and others) that neither the 
freedom to preach (vi. 19; Col. iv. 3f is not here relevant), 
nor the conversion of Onesimus (Philem. 10), suit his condition 
at Caesarea, but that they suit only his position at Rome 
according to Acts xxviii. 30 f.; but this is to assert too much, 
for the notice at Acts xxiv. 23 leaves sufficfent scope for our 
recognising such activity on the part of the captive Paul even 
in Caesarea. Comp. Introd. to Col. § 2. 

If, accordingly, Paul composed the Epistle in Caesarea, the 
date of its composition is either A.D. 60 or A.D. 61. 

Finally, the question whether this Epistle or that to the 
Colossians was first written, is not to be answered on a psycho- 
logical basis* by considering their inner relationship and peculiar 
character, because in that case there is too much scope left for 


1 As, e.g., by Credner, § 157, who holds that the Epistle to the Ephesians was 
written earlier—(1) Because its aim is the more general, and that of the Epistle 
to the Colossians, as the special, is subordinate. (2) Because the former, as 
directed (according to Credner’s view) to unknown Pauline Christians in Asia, 
would have required the most mature consideration, whereas the Epistle to the 
Colossians would be much more easily drawn up, since Paul had Epaphras and 
Onesimus with him—and so it could not fail but that a portion of the ideas 
laid down in the former Epistle would be transferred also to the latter, in 
such wise that what was there general in tenor would assume a special form. 
(3) Because in our Epistle the expression is more abstract, ete.—It would not 
be difficult, with equal plausibility, to invert the relation, and to represent the 
more special, the easier, and more concrete as psychologically antecedent to the 
more general, more difficult, and more abstract shape. 
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subjectivity,—as, indeed, on such grounds some have found the 
Epistle to the Ephesians the earlier (Cornelius a Lapide, 
3öhmer, Credner, Schneckenburger, Matthies, Anger, Guericke, 
Reuss), and others that to the Colossians (Schleiermacher, 
Harless, Neander, Meier, Wiggers, de Wette, Bleek, Weiss) ; 
nor yet by inferring, with Hug, from the non-mention of 
Timothy in the Epistle to the Ephesians, that this Epistle - 
was written earlier than the letters to the Colossians and to 
Philemon, because in the latter Timothy shares in the salutation, 
and must thus have joined Paul later." But that the Epistle 
to the Colossians was written before that to the Ephesians, is 
to be assumed for the following reasons: (1) As Colossae was 
the first and nearest goal which Tychicus, in company with 
the Colossian Onesimus, would reach from Caesarea (see above), 
it could not but be the most natural and obvious course for 
the apostle to write the letter to the Colossians sooner than 
the letter which was to be delivered only at a further stage of 
his friend’s journey ; (2) Kai üueis, vi. 21, refers to the passage 
Col. iv. 7, and presupposes that Paul had already written and 
had in his recollection this latter Epistle. If, indeed, the 
Epistle to the Laodiceans were identical with the Epistle to 
the Ephesians, then, according to Col. iv. 16, the Epistle to the 
Colossians would necessarily be the later. But see § 1, and 
on Col, iv. 16. 


SEC. 3. 





GENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE, 


After previous expressions of doubt on the part of Schleier- 
macher (Vorl. üb. Einl. I. N. T. p. 165 f., 194) and Usteri, 
de Wette has come forward more decidedly than before, assail- 
ing the genuineness of the Epistle (exeget. Handbuch, zweite 
Aufl. 1847, and Einl., fünfte Aufl. 1848); and the critics of 
Baur’s school (Schwegler, krit. Miscellen zum Epheserbr., in 
Zeller’s theol. Jahrb. 1844, 2, p. 378 ff.; nachapostol. Zeitalt. 


1 We might, in fact, with equal right infer the converse, viz. that Timothy 
had, at the writing of the Epistle to the Ephesians, already left Paul again and 
had journeyed to some other quarter, so that this Epistle would be the later—as 
Schott really judges it to be. 
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TI. p. 330 ff, 375 ff.; Baur, Paulus, p. 418 ff, comp. also his 
Christenth. d. drei ersten Jahrh. p. 104 ff.) relegate the Epistle 
to the age of Gnosticism and Montanism, whereas de Wette 
(comp. Schleiermacher) still allows it to belong to the apostolic 
age, and to a gifted disciple of the apostle as its author. So 
too Ewald (Sendschr. d. P. p. xii.; Geschichte d. apost. Zeit. 
p. 243 ff); he denies that it was written by Paul, but yet 
places it much nearer to the great apostle than the Pastoral 
Epistles; while Weisse (Dogmat. I. p. 146) lightly characterizes 
it as an unapostolic paraphrase of the Epistle to the Colossians, 
and Hausrath (d. Ap. Paulus, 1865, p. 2, 138) speaks of it as 
an Epistle to the Laodiceans retouched by another hand. 

De Wette’s reasons, in addition to his finding the destina- 
tion for Ephesus unsuitable, are as follow: that the Epistle, 
which is devoid of all specially distinctive character in its 
aim and references, is so dependent on the Epistle to the 
Colossians, which is almost a mere verbose amplification of it, 
as to be out of keeping, when divested of the reference to the 
false teachers. Such a copying from himself is unworthy of 
the apostle; the style, too, is un-Pauline, overladen as it is with 
parentheses and accessory clauses, involving a want of connec- 
tion (ii. 1, 5, iii. 1, 13), copious in words but poor in thoughts; 
so, too, are the divergences in particular expressions,’ as well as 
in the thoughts, doctrinal opinions, and mode of teaching? 


1 «6 ey cois troupavios, 1. 8, 20, ii. 6, iii. 10, vi. 125 re rvevmarina, vi. 12 5 Bud Boros, 
iv. 27, vi. 11 (elsewhere only in 1 and 2 Tim.) ; xocpoxparwp, vi. 12; cwrnpioy, 
vi. 16. Words differently used: oixovouiz, i, 10, iii, 2, 9; guornpov, v. 32 (as 
in Rev. i. 20, xvii. 5, 7); wrarpwye, i. 23 (comp. Col. i. 19, ii. 9); edaoyia, i. 3; 
alas, 11. 2; wepiwoinais, 1.143 apbupoia, vi. 243 pavbavev, iv. 20; Bworikew, iii. 9; 
wAnpovobas tv, v. 18; An. eis, iii. 19; the combinations Bacircia cov Ocod zul 
Xpiorov, v.5; 70 bAnwa rov xupiov, v.17. Interruption and resumption of the con- 
struction, iii. 2-14; the constructions ters ywaoxovees, V. 5 3 iva Gobaras, V. 33; 
ive with the optative, i. 17, iii. 26. Frequent omission of the article before defin- 
ing additions, i. 3, 15, ii. 7, 11, 15, 21f., and other passages; diffuseness and 
pleonasm, i. 19, vi. 10, iii. 18; ii. 6 f., 21 (tv Xpor@ "Incov), and various other 
points.” 

2 * Unbecoming appeal of the apostle to his insight, iii. 4; putting together of 
the apostles and prophets, ii. 20, iii. 5; arbitrary use of the passage in the Psalms 
at iv. 8; quotation of a non-biblical passage, v. 14; the conceptions of demon- 
ology, ii. 2, vi. 12; the characteristics of God, i. 17, iii. 9, 15; the laying stress 
on Old Testament promise, v. 2f.; the dissuasion from theft, iv. 28; the 
un-Pauline salutation, vi. 23 f.” 


2 4. THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


But (a) while the absence of any concrete and direct peculi- 
arity of character in its aim and references is surprising, it is 
altogether unfavourable to any doubts as to its genuineness, 
partly because the bringing out at all of a writing under an 
apostle’s name and authority makes us presuppose more definite 
tendencies and more readily recognisable conditions as aimed at 
in it; partly because, in particular, the circumstances of the 
Ephesian church, and the close relationship of the apostle to 
them, must have been so generally known, that a non-apostolic 
author would either have deliberately taken account of and 
employed them, or else, if the design of his undertaking per- 
mitted it, would have made another and happier selection of 
an address than this very ev "E¢éow. He who could prepare 
under the name of the apostle an Epistle of so thoroughly Pauline 
a tenor, must have been quite able to imitate him in the men- 
tion and handling of concrete circumstances, and would, by 
such an omission of those matters as is apparent in our Epistle, 
neither have satisfied himself nor have answered his design of 
personating Paul—so much would he have failed in acting 
his part. The very fact that the Epistle, as an Epistle to the 
Ephesians, had its genuineness so generally recognised by the 
ancient church, is, when we consider the general nature of its 
contents, which always remains mysterious, a doubly valid 
evidence that this recognition has historically arisen out of 
immediate and objective certainty. Further, (0) as regards the 
relation of the Epistle to that to the Colossians, there appear, 
as is well known, many resemblances in matter and form— 
some even literal—between the two Epistles... This may, how- 
ever, be sufficiently explained, in part subjectively from the 
fact that Paul had just written the Epistle to the Colossians 


1 Eph.. 1.7, comp. Col. i. 14. | Eph. iii. 2, comp. Col. i. 25. 
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before writing to the Ephesians, so that his mind was still full 
of and pervaded by the ideas, warnings, and exhortations 
which he had expressed in the former; in part objectively 
from the fact that the state of affairs at Ephesus must have 
been well enough known to the apostle to induce him to 
repeat various portions of the writing which he had just 
composed for another Asiatic church, and that to such a 
degree that he considered it fitting even to reproduce various 
things word for word from the Epistle to the Colossians, 
which lay before him. To declare this a course unworthy of 
the apostle is rash, since we have no other pair of letters from 
his hand issued so contemporaneously and under the influence 
of so similar a train of thought. But while certainly several 
elements from the Epistle to the Colossians have been amplified 
as to verbal expression in ours, there are also several that are 
reproduced in a more concise form (eg. i. 15-17 compared 
with Col. i. 3,4; Eph. ii. 16 with Col. i. 20; Eph. iv. 32 with 
Col. ui, 12 f., and others); and those amplifications admit of 
natural explanation from renewed dwelling on the same 
thoughts, in which Paul did not proceed mechanically, and a 
mind such as his easily had recourse to more words rather 
than fewer in setting forth the subject afresh. At any rate, 
de Wette’s judgment of it as almost nothing but a verbose ampli- 
jication, is exaggerated, seeing that the two Epistles present 
in their course of thought, tenor, and mode of treatment very 
essential differences (see Harless, p. Ixix. ff.; Lünemann, de Ey. 
ad Eph. authentid, etc., p. 10 ff.), and the conclusion that a 
pseudo-Paul was at work would, at all events, be too hasty, so 
long as it was not from other sufficient grounds clear that 
Paul could not have been himself the amplifier. On the other 


Eph. iv. 29, comp. Col. iii. 8, iv. 6. | Eph. v. 21, comp. Col. iii. 18. 
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See the table in de Wette, p. 286 ff. Comp. Bemmelen, Diss. de epp. ad Eph. 
et Col. inter se collat., Lugd. Bat. 1503. 
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hand, it is scarcely conceivable of an amplifying imitator, 
that one so intimately acquainted with the apostle’s ideas 
and diction, should have chosen a single Pauline Epistle for the 
sole and often literal basis of his work; for thereby he would 
merely have imposed an unnecessary restriction on himself, 
and have increased the probability of his fiction, made up 
though it might be in the best sense, being recognised as such. 
A man, who could think and write in so Pauline a manner 
as that wherein the portions not parallel to the Colossian 
Epistle are thought and written, might with ease have given 
to his pretended apostolic treatise a shape quite different and 
not so palpably exhibiting any single source. (c) With respect 
to the objections taken to the style of the Epistle as too diffuse, 
loaded with parentheses and accessory clauses, carrying with it 
a want of connection (ii. 1, 5, iii. 1, 13), verbose, and poor in 
new ideas, it is to be observed, first, and generally, that this 
verdict is an unfavourable judgment resting on taste and subjec- 
tive in character ; and, secondly, that in its individual concrete 
references it relates to a certain peculiarity of the Epistle, 
which yet is not un-Pauline, seeing that, in fact, the unity 
of mould and flow, the pectus atque indoles Paulinae mentis 
(Erasmus), which pervades it from beginning to end,’ leads us 
more fairly and justly to set down the greater diffuseness, 
and what is called overloading, to the aecount of the apostle 
himself, deeply moved as he was by his subject. There is greater 
diffuseness certainly, but how natural is this, when we consider 
the general character of the grand subject-matter and of its 
evolution, and the absence of casual contents! There are a 
number of parentheses and accessory clauses certainly, but 
not after an un-Pauline fashion, and natural enough to a writer 
so full of the ideas concerned and the collateral thoughts sug- 
gested by them. Nowhere is there in reality want of connection, 
as it is the province of the exposition to show. A poverty of 
new ideas is merely apparent in proportion to the standard of 
the expectation cherished a priori; the letter abounds in many- 
sided modifications and expanded statements of thoughts which 
were vividly present to the writer’s mind, in part from the 


1“ Tdem in hac epistola Pauli fervor, eadem profunditas, idem omnino 
spiritus ac pectus,” Erasmus, 
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Epistle to the Colossians, but a rich accession of new ideas 
was neither withal intended nor called forth by dialectic con- 
troversy (as to the copiousness of diction, see above). As 
respects (d) the particular divergences of style, ära& Neyöueva 
are found in every Epistle of Paul, as well as other peculiar 
modes of expression, as may readily be conceived in the case of 
a letter-writer having so delicate and comprehensive a mastery 
of the Greek language; but no one of the proofs brought for- 
ward by de Wette (which are in part inappropriately selected, 
and, on the other hand, misht have had their number increased) 
is at variance with the idiosyncrasy of the apostle. And, 
further, (e) dma& voovpeva are not appropriate grounds for 
doubting the genuineness of a writing in dealing with one 
whose mind was so inexhaustibly rich, and whose conception 
moved with such admirable freedom and many-sidedness in the 
Christian sphere, as was the case with St. Paul. Everything 
which is adduced as surprising in conception and doctrine may 
be psychologically and historically explained as standing in full 
accord with the pure Pauline Gospel (see the exposition), and 
the objections which are taken to the mode of teaching find 
analogies in other Pauline Epistles, and rest upon aesthetic 
presuppositions, which in a historico-critical examination of 
the New Testament writings supply us with but very uncertain 
criteria, seeing that in such a case modern taste is much 
too easily called in as an extraneous ground influencing the 
judgment. The more candidly de Wette speaks out as to the 
Epistle not having been composed in the apostolic age, and 
makes a gifted disciple of Paul to be its author, the more 
insoluble he makes the riddle, that such an one should have 
left his treatise without trace of individual historical relations 
of the apostle to the Ephesians, which it would have been so 
easy for him to interweave. Lastly, the reasons urged by the 
school of Baur, according to which this Epistle and the com- 
panion Epistle to the Colossians, forming a spurious pair, are 
held to be a product of Gnosis in opposition to Ebionitism 
(comp. on Col. Introd. § 3), are disposed of, when the exposition, 
dealing in a strictly objective manner, demonstrates in the very 
places which have been called in question simply Pauline con- 
tents. See, in opposition to Baur’s contrast, specially Klöpper, de 
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orig. epp. ad Eph. et Col., Gryph. 1853 ; and with regard to the 
Christology of our letter and that to the Colossians, Räbiger, 
de Christologia Paulina, p. 42 ff.; Lange, apost. Zeitalt. I. 1, p. 
119 ff." The more decisive in that case becomes the weight, 
which the external attestation by uninterrupted church-tradition 
throws into the scale. This attestation has been even dated 
back to the Apostolic Fathers; but in Ignatius, Eph. 12, the 
Epistle is not at all directly mentioned (see above, § 1), and 
in Polycarp, Phil. 12, where it is said: “ut in his seripturis 
dictum est: Lrascimini et nolite peccare, et: Sol non oceidat 
super wracundiam vestram,” there is no quotation of Eph. 
iv. 26, but rather, as in his seripturis (comp. immediately before : 
in sacris literis) and the intervening et prove, the citation of 
two Old Testament sayings, namely, Ps. iv. 5 and Deut. xxiv. 
13, 15, though the connecting of these two passages may be 
based on a reminiscence of our Epistle? Apart from the cita- 
tions in the interpolated Ignatian letters, the undoubted and 
express ecclesiastical attestation begins with Irenaeus, Haer. v. 
2,3,andv. 14. 3, and is not interrupted by any contradiction 
(Marcion held it as Pauline, but as addressed to the Laodiceans). 
Even the Valentinians already in Irenaeus, i. 8. 5, cite Eph. 
v. 13 expressly as a saying of Paul, and in the Philosoph. of 
Origen, vi. 34, as ypadn. 

REMARK. — The apparent resemblances to the first Epistle of 
Peter of expressions and thoughts in the Epistle to the Ephesians 
(see Weiss, Petrin. Lehrbegr. p. 426 ff, who has, however, 
adduced under this head far too much) are too little charac- 


teristic adequately to justify us in presupposing a dependence 
of our Epistle on that of Peter (Weiss, who considers both 


1 Lange, however, wrongly defines the Christological distinction of the two 
Epistles, p. 117, to the effect, that in the Ephesian letter Christ is the 
Omega, in the Colossian the Alpha, of all things. In both letters He is the A 
and the 2, but in the Colossian letter the Christological theme stands in the 
foreground, and is treated more sedulously and more comprehensively. . 

2 The general question, whether at this date Apostolic Fathers adduce New 
Testament sayings With ds yiyparrzı, ypagn, and the like, does not therefore 
pertain to us here. Specially important in this relation is the citation in 
Barnabas 4, in regard to which Credner, Beitr. I. p. 28, has been mistaken in 
answering that question in the negative, as the Codex Sinaiticus showed, 
The citation from Barnabas is certainly not to be referred to a written source 
generally (Weizsäcker), nor even to 4 Esdr. viii. 3, which passage is held to 
be confounded with Matt. xix. 30 (Volkmar). 
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genuine ; Schwegler, who regards both as spurious). We should 
rather assume the converse, when we remember how strictly 
Paul preserved and acutely vindicated his apostolic indepen- 
dence; but it is quite sufficient to take our stand on the creative 
power of the church-language formed by Paul, from which 
Peter was neither able nor willing to hold himself aloof, while 
it remains an open question whether he had read Zpistles 
of Paul. 2 Pet. (a. 15 £.) is not genuine. 


SEC. 4.—OCCASION, OBJECT, AND CONTENTS. 


We are unable to perceive from the letter itself any special 
occasion given for it on the part of the Ephesians; hence it 
seems to have been called forth by mere accident through the 
mission of Tychicus and Onesimus to Colossae—an opportunity, 
which Paul made use of to send Tychicus also to Ephesus, in 
order not only to supply the Christians there with (oral) news 
of him, and to obtain news of them, but also to address to them a 
written discourse, partly on the glory of redemption and of their 
state as Christians, partly on the conduct in keeping with it, 
in order to strengthen and further them in stedfastness and 
unity of faith and Christian morality; yet not so, that the 
proper aim of the Epistle (de Wette) is to be discerned in the 
irenic section iv. 1-16. There are no traces of Ephesian false 
teachers, similar to those at Colossae (this in opposition to 
Michaelis, Haenlein, Flatt, Schott, Neudecker, and others), in 
the Epistle (for iv. 14 f. may be explained from the general 
experience of the apostle, and v. 6 relates to moral seductions) ; 
neither is a precautionary regard to such theosophy and asceti- 
cism (see Schneckenburger, Beitr. p. 135 ff.; Olshausen; comp. 
also Meier and Weiss) at any rate capable of proof, since in 
the Epistle itself it is not at all hinted at. Bengel well says: 
“ Singulare haec epistola specimen praebet tractationis evan- 
gelicae in thesi... inde nullum speciatim errorem aut vitium 
refutat aut redarguit, sed generatim incedit.” Paul may, how- 
ever, have had in the background the thought of the possible 
approach of that Gnostic danger, though he did not consider 
it necessary or suitable at this time to furnish an express 
reference or warning to that effect. 
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As regards contents, the Epistle divides itself into a pre- 
dominantly dogmatic and a predominantly hortatory portion. 
The dogmatic portion is a lofty’ effusion over the glory and 
blessedness of the redemption effected through Christ, to which 
also the readers, formerly Gentiles, had attained, and thereafter 
over the relation of the apostle to this saving dispensation, and 
to the share of the readers therein (chap. i—iii.). The hortatory 
portion summons them to a conduct worthy of their calling, 
and, first of all, to Christian unity (iv. 1-16); and then to a 
moral walk opposed to their previous Gentile life—which is 
illustrated in detail as concerns very diversified conditions and 
relations (iv. 17-vi. 20). By way of conclusion, Paul refers, 
as regards his personal relations, to Tychicus, of whose mission 
he specifies the object (vi. 21 f.), and ends with a double bene- 
diction (vi. 23 f.)—Luther (in his editions of the N. T. down 
to 1537) reckons the Epistle among “ the genuine and noblest 
books of the New Testament, which show to thee Christ, and 
teach everything which it is necessary and good for thee to 
know, even though thou shouldest never see or hear any other 
book or doctrine.” 

1 §pnray opolpa yiuss ray vonudrwy nal Umspoyrwv' & yup undamoy 0,x:00v EDbeyzaro, 
cavra tyra dnro, Chrysostom. 
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ITavrov Emiotorn mpös Edecious. 


ABDEFGKS,min. have the shorter and older super- 
scription: wpös “Egesious. I, min.: rod ayiov dmooror.ou Tlavacu 
éxioroAy Tpos Epeo. 
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Ver. 1. 2’ Egéow] See Introd. $1. Tisch. has put it in brackets. 
— Ver. 3. & before Xpior® is wanting only in some min.,—an 
omission, which, although followed in the editions of Erasmus, 
Steph. 3, and Beza, and approved of by Mill, is not at all 
deserving of notice as a various reading.— Ver. 6. & 7] A 
B s* min. Chrys. (alic.) have 7. Recommended by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. and Riick., and rightly so. The attraction 
was resolved partly by the simple 5 (so Theophyl. Ambrosiast.), 
partly, in keeping with the prevalence of & in the context, 
by & 7, which latter is defended by Reiche on insufficient 
grounds. — Ver. 10. ra év rors odpavors] The rz read in Elz. after 
ré is, on decisive evidence, deleted by the later editors (except 
Harless). But in place of , BD E L&* min. Theodoret, Dam. 
Oecum. Tert. have és, which Lachm. and Rück. have rightly 
received. The usual form of conception, &v +073 otpavors (comp. 
i. 15), superseded the apparently unsuitable &. At Col. i. 20, 
many min. Chrys. and Theodoret have likewise é/ roi odpavo7z, 
where 2/, indeed, is too weakly attested, but has most probably 
come from our passage. — Ver. 11. éxanpwdnue] A D EF G, It. 
have é«A7jdyuev. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. 
and Rück. But Matth. Harless, Tisch. Reiche have rightly 
defended the still more considerably attested Zecepta as the 
more difficult reading, glossed by éxA7énuev. The gloss is to be 
derived from Rom. viii. 13: ods 62 spodipsoe, robrovg zul Erareos. — 
Ver. 12. rs before ö6&n5 is, following Griesb., deleted by the 
more recent editors (except Harless) on preponderating evidence. 
An addition easily suggested; comp. ver. 14.— Ver. 14. é¢] 
AB F GL, min. Athan. Cyr. Euthal. Chrys. (in the text) have 6. 
So Lachm. and Rück. But ö was, on account of the preceding 
mveöwo, the more easily introduced and retained, since by that 
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means the old opinion, that é; applies to Christ, was met. — 
Ver. 15. ra» &yaarny rqv] Lachm. has only rv, following A B s* 17, 
Cyr. (alic.) Jer. Aug. (alic.). A copyist’s error, and how easily 
caused by the repetition of the rjv!_ If the addition had been 
made from Col. i. 4, qv ®xer: would have been inserted instead 
of the second r7,.— Ver. 16. The second ivéy is wanting in 
ABDNS, min. Cant. Goth. Hil.; F and G have it after rordmevoc. 
Deleted by Lachm. and Rück. A defining addition, which was 
first written in the margin, and then inserted, sometimes before, 
sometimes after sosmdmevos.— Ver. 18. xupösas] Elz. has d:avoras, 
against decisive testimony. An interpretation. — zei] is want- 
ing in A B D* FG s*59, It. Goth. Ambrosiast. Victorin., and is 
deleted by Lachm. and Riick., but came to be more readily left 
out than added, because the concluding ze’ only comes in after- 
wards. — Ver. 20. zvjpynoev] Lachm. reads !vapynzev, after A B, Cyr. 
Procop.; and rightly so. The aorist, in itself more in current use, 
was suggested by the aorists following. And the attestation is 
strong enough, since the vss. and Latin Fathers cannot be taken 
into account.—ézé:o2v] Lachm. and Rück. read zaé/ous, following 
AB s,min. Slav. Vulg. Cyr. utr. Euseb. Procop. Tert. Jer. Ambr. 
Pel. An attempt to help out the construction. — odpav7z, instead 
of érovpavios, though adopted by Lachm., is too feebly attested 
by B, Victorin. Hilar. — Ver. 23. r«] is wanting in Elz., but has 
been, upon decisive evidence, restored by Bengel, Griesb. and 
the later editors; comp. ver. 22. 


ConTEents.—After the usual address and apostolic saluta- 
tion (vv. 1, 2), St. Paul begins with an ascription of praise to 
God for the salvation in Christ (ver. 3), which he sets forth 
(a) as already lovingly predestined by God in eternity to the 
praise of His grace (vv. 4, 5); (0) as brought about by the 
death of Christ (vv. 6, 7); then (c) as made known according 
to the purpose of the divine kindness, to unite all in Christ 
(vv. 8-10); and lastly, (d) as really appropriated according to 
the predestination of God (ver. 11); this latter in respect as 
well to those who had been Jews (ver. 12) as to those who 
had been Gentiles (vv. 13, 14), both of whom were destined to 
the praise of the divine glory—Wherefore, since the Gentiles 
also had attained to such happiness, he too, after having heard 
of their faith and love, ceases not to give thanks for his readers, 
when making mention of them in his prayers, in order that 
God might enlighten them by His Spirit concerning the hope 
to which their calling exalted them, concerning the glory of the 
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future salvation, and concerning the greatness of the divine 
power in the believers (vv. 15-19), which power they were 
to recognise by what God had wrought in the case of Christ, 
whom He had raised from the dead and exalted above all, 
and had given Him as Lord over all to be Head to the church, 
which is His body—that which is filled by Him, who filleth 
all with all (vv. 20-23). 

Vv. 1, 2. Ava Heryu. Oeod] See on 1 Cor. i. 1. — tots ayioıs] 
See on Rom. i. 7. — kat miorois év X.°I.] furnishes, with Tois 
aylous, the completeness of the conception, hence it is not epexe- 
gesis (Beza, Vorstius, Calovius, and others), but an appended 
element, and «av is the closely copulative and. Comp. Col. i. 2. 
It is not, however, the conception of jidelity and perseverance 
which is appended (Grotius, Locke, Baumgarten, Rosenmiiller, 
Meier ; see, on the other hand, already Calovius), but the notion 
of faith in Christ, since in the address, where the persons are 
to be designated very distinctly, tots dylous alone would not 
yet characterize the readers expressly as Christians. Comp. 
Phil. i. 1.— ev Xpiot@ *Inoovd] does not belong to dyious 
and muotois, so that it would denote the sphere, within 
which the Christians are saints and believing (Harless; 
comp. Boyd, Storr, Opuse. II. p. 121, Meier, Schenkel), for 
otherwise (comp. on Col. i. 2) kat mıicrois would be quite 
superfluous and a tame and heavy addition, inasmuch as the 
notion of üyıos ev Xpict@ presupposes the notion of motos 
ev Xptot@; but merely to mıcross: fidem in Christo reponentibus. 
Comp. 1. 15, and see on Mark i. 15; Gal. iii. 26. — Ver. 2. See 
on Rom. i. 7. 

Ver. 3. EiXoynrös] praised (2), sc. ein. Comp. Rom. 
127 Ope 2. Cor. 185 Lukes, 68 ;1- Bet, 1,3561: Kings xy. 39 
It is prefixed here, since, as in most doxologies (see on Rom. 
ix. 5), in keeping with the emotion of the heart which breaks 
forth in songs of praise, the emphasis lies on it. Where the 
stress in conformity with the context rests upon the person, 
this is prefixed, as at 1 Kings x. 9; 2 Chron. ix. 8; Jobi. 21; 
Ps. Ixviii. 20, exii. 1, 2; Rom. ix. 5. The second Epistle to 
the Corinthians begins also with an ascription of praise to 
God, and the general character of that now before us cannot, 


in view of the general contents of the Epistle (comp. 1 Pet. 
Meryer.—Epu. Cc 
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i. 3 ff.), appear un-Pauline (in opposition to de Wette), especially 
as the thanksgiving which has reference to the readers comes 
in afterwards in ver. 15 f.—o Oeös Kal marıp tod Kupiov 
K.T.r.] God, who at the same time is the Father of Jesus Christ. 
See on Rom. xv. 6; 1 Cor. xv. 24; 2 Cor. xi. 31; Theodore 
of Mopsuestia in Cramer’s Catena. Jerome, Theodoret, Theo- 
phylact, and others, including Michaelis, Koppe, Riickert, 
Olshausen, Schenkel, Bleek, have incorrectly attached tod 
kupiov nav also to 0 Oeds. It is true, indeed, that there is 
no objection to the idea “the God of Christ” in itself, and re 
before «ai would not be at all necessary, as Harless thinks (see 
iv. 6; 1 Pet. ii. 25, al.); but against it stands the fact that o 
Ocos kal marnp, even without a genitive, was a stated Christian 
designation of God (comp. on Rom. xv. 6), in which case marnp 
only, and not ©eös, requires a complementary genitive (v. 20; 
1 Cor. xv. 24; Jas, i. 27, iii. 9). Moreover, the expression 
the God of Christ stands so isolated in the N. T. (see on 
ver. 17), that we may not attribute to it any such currency, as 
it must have had, if it were contained in the formula 6 ©eös 
Kat MAaTıp TOD Kuplov K.T.N. — 0 eiAoynoas Has] Aorist: by 
the work of redemption. Observe the ingenious correlation of 
the passive evAoynTos and the active evAoyijcas, as well as the 
dilogia, by which the former denotes the blessing in word, 
and the latter the blessing in deed (comp. Rom. xv. 29; 
2 Cor. ix. 5 f.; Gal. iii. 8, 9, 14; Acts iii. 26). auds applies 
to the Christians generally, not to Paul (Koppe), against which 
view the unsuitableness of such a thanksgiving of the apostle 
for himself at the head of the Epistle, as well as the actual 
plurality of persons in the whole context (vv. 4, 11, 12), and 
Kayo, ver. 15, are decisive. — Ev mdon evroyla tvevpaTiKh | 
instrumental: by His imparting to us every spiritual blessing 
(comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 722: evroy. ev ayaois) ; none has He 
withheld from us. This, however, is not to be explained as 
blessing, which concerns our spirit (Erasmus, Michaelis, Morus, 
tosenmüller; Koppe and Rückert are undecided), but: pro- 
ceeding from the Holy Spirit, because the distinctively Christian 
benefits are meant, and these are yapiowata. Comp. Rom,, 
i. 11,xv. 29; 1 Cor. xii. 1 ff. This blessing is wrought by God 
from heaven through the communication of the Spirit (ver. 13 35 
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Gal. iii. 5; 1 Cor. xi. 6, and elsewhere), hence God is praised 
for it. We may add that a contrast to the earthly benefits 
promised to the Jews in the Old Testament (Grotius and 
others, including recently Holzhausen), or to the typical bless- 
ings of the Jews and the empty possessions of the Gentiles 
(Schottgen), is foreign to the context. Paul denotes the mat- 
ter in a purely positive form as it is, according to its charac- 
teristic nature ; hence there is not in mdon any contrast to 
merely sporadic blessings in the O. T. The evAoyia consists 
in the most varied expressions, as in grace, truth, peace, joy, 
love, hope, consolation, patience, and all Christian virtues as 
the fruit of the Spirit (Gal. v.22; Rom. v. 1 ff.). Compare 
av ayabov TO Ev piv, Philem. 6. — Ev tots Erovpavioıs] local : 
in the heavenly regions, in heaven. Comp. ver. 20, ii. 6, iii. 10, 
vi. 12. Against the instrumental rendering, according to 
which it is understood, as a more precise definition of the 
spiritual blessing, of the heavenly possessions! (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Luther, Castalio, Piscator, Vorstius, 
Homberg, Michaelis, Zachariae, Morus, Flatt, Bleek, and others), 
we may urge, not the article (in opposition to Rickert, Har- 
less, Olshausen), —which would very appropriately denote the 
category —but the fact, that Paul has not added aya@ois or 
yvapicpact, just because in our Epistle Ev trols Emovpavioıs is 
constantly a designation of place? The local Ev tots ézrov- 
pavioıs is referred, either to God, so that heaven appears as the 
scat where the divine blessing issbeing prepared (Beza, Boyd), 
— but how idle and self-evident that would be! or to nueis, so 
that heaven, as the seat of our woA/revya (Phil. iii. 20), would 
be the scene of the divine blessing. So Pelagius, Beza (who 


1 These would not be possessions, which have reference to the heavenly life, 
but possessions which are to be found in heaven and are imparted to us. For 
txoupdévios always means ‘‘to be found in heaven.” See Wetstein, I. p. 447; 
Bleek on Heb. iii. 1, p. 375. Comp. ca imi rois oüpavois, ver. 10. 

* The expression ty vos txoupavios, which occurs five times in this Epistle and 
nowhere else in the N. T., is surprising. In the case of any writer, no doubt, 
a phrase not in current use with him at other times may be accidentally and tem- 
porarily suggested to him, the use of which he involuntarily appropriates and soon 
again as involuntarily abandons ; yet it remains a surprising fact that the expres- 
sion éy ois txrovpavias is not also used in the Epistle to the Colossians written at 
the same time, where there was no lack of opportunity (i. 5, 16, 20) for the use 
of the expression, although the two Epistles exhibit so much verbal affinity. 
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leaves a choice between the two views), Grotius (who says 
that the blessings place us ef spe et jure in coelo), Baumgarten, 
Koppe, Riickert, and others. The aorist would not be at 
variance with this view, since the matter might be set forth 
proleptically in accordance with an ideal mode of looking at 
it (comp. ii. 6). But the whole explanation is far-fetched 
and opposed to the context; for vevuarırn shows that 
Paul has not thought of our having received this blessing 
in the heavenly woAitevna, seeing that the Holy Spirit 
is received on earth as the present earnest of the heavenly 
heritage (vv. 13, 14). Accordingly, the third reference 
remains the only correct one, under which ev tots ézrov- 
pavioıs is attached as a local definition to evAoyig mvevuarırn : 
with every spiritual benefit in heaven, so that, because the 
Holy Spirit is in heaven, as is God Himself 6 ryv karoıklav 
Erovpavıov Exwv (2 Mace. iii. 39), the blessings also of the 
Spirit are regarded as to be found in heaven and brought 
down from thence to us. See Heb. vi. 4. — ev Xpıioro] for in 
Christ lay the ground of that evAoyeiv accomplished in our 
case; not out of Christ, but in Him lay the cause that God 
blessed us with every spiritual blessing, since His act of 
redemption is the causa meritoria of this divine bestowal of 
blessing. Comp. ver. 4. 

Ver. 4. Further amplification of 0 evAoyjocas x.7.A. on to 
ver. 14. See the contents. — xadws] even as, denotes that 
that evrAoyetv has taken place in conformity with the fact that, 
ete., and is consequently argumentative ; see on 1 Cor. 1. 6; 
John xiii. 34. — éferéEato npäs] He has chosen us (from the 
collective mass of men) for Himself (sibi). Comp. 1 Cor. i. 27; 
Rom iz, .11, xi. 5, 7, 28; John xv. 19; 1 Pers 
Entirely without reason does Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, I. p. 225, 
deny that exAeyeodaı here has reference to others not chosen, 
and assert that it applies only to that which we, in the absence 
of election, should not have become. This is according to the 
very notion of the word quite impossible. “Exdéyeo@ar always 
has, and must of logical necessity have, a reference to others, 
to whom the chosen would, without the éxAoyy, still belong. 
Even in Acts vi 5, xiii. 17;°1 Tim. v, 21; Ex yın BE 
Deut. iv. 37, it sets forth the distinctive separation from the 
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remaining mass, just as also Christ, as one who is chosen out 
from all that is man, is called the EexXexros of God (Luke 
ix. 35, xxiil. 35). — €v avdt@] for in nothing else and in no one 
else than in Christ, whose future work of redemption God has 
foreknown and decreed from eternity (Acts xv. 18; Rom. 
xvi. 25; 2 Tim.i.9; 1 Pet. i. 20, al.), lay the ground, that 
the electing grace (Rom. xi. 5) chose us (comp. ii. 11) ; hence 
God had, as respected the subjects to be affected by the elec- 
tion, to deal, not in any arbitrary manner, but according to His 
mpoyvwaıs of the same (praecognovit credituros). See on Rom. 
viii. 29. Christ is not, however, here conceived of as Himself 
chosen of God, and we as included in Him (ev auto), as Hof- 
mann, p. 229, thinks; but, as the more precise explanation in 
ver. 5 shows, the divine act of our election has in Christ its 
determining ground, so that to us by this act there is assigned 
and allotted no other than the salvation to be gained through 
Christ (who in the fulness of the times was out of His pre- 
existence to be sent as Incarnate and was to accomplish the 
work of saivation). Apart from this connection of the divine 
election with Christ we should not be chosen; but in Christ 
lay for God the causa meritoria of our election." The 
reference of ev av7@ to God (Al. Morus, Holzhausen: with 
Himself, in His heart) is to be rejected on account of the 
utter superfluousness of this definition, and on account of the 
preceding &v Xpict@. — mpo xataBorjs xoopov] thus before 
all time, already in eternity. Comp. Col. i. 15 ff.; 2 Thess. 
ie bo: Matt.xxv. 34; also’ loCor un. 73 2-Tim.1,.9.: The 
expression is nowhere else found in Paul; but see Matt. 
mit oo uke 215.50; Johnezwil::24-sHeb.ı3'3;:1 Pet; 
i. 20; Rev. xiii. 8. — elvaı spas ayious «.r.X.] Infinitive of the 
design: in order that we should be, etc. See Winer, p. 298 f. 
[E. T. 399 f.]. The predicates äyıos and dumpos (blame- 


1 Beyschlag (Christol. d. N. T. p. 141) finds in iv aira the thought, ‘‘ that the 
divinely conceived prototypes of perfected believers are from eternity posited by 
God in the One Prototype of humanity acceptable unto Him, as the countless 
multiplications of the same, to be thereupon brought through the historically 
realized One Prototype to their realization and perfection.” In opposition to 
this view we may simply urge the context, according to which !v aör# denotes 
Christ as the personal ground of the éxaoy made before all time, in so far as 
Ife, as Reconciler, is the bearer of the divine grace, vv. 6, 7. 
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less, Herod. ii. 177; Theoc. xviii. 25) exhaust the conception 
positively and negatively. Comp. Plut. Pericl. p. 173 D: 
Bus... KaOapos Kal auiavtos, and see on Col. i. 22; Eph. 
v. 27. It is not, however, to be explained of the holiness 
conditioned by morality and virtue (Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Calvin, Piscator, Grotius, Calixtus, and many others. includ- 
ing Flatt, Riickert, Matthies, Meier, Schenkel), in which case 
reservations on account of human imperfection are often 
arbitrarily inserted, or it is referred, as by Riickert, to the 
ideal point of view of the apostle; but rather of the holiness 
and blamelessness brought about through the atoning death of 
Christ by means of the dvcacocdvn ©eod thereby attained (Rom. 
ii. 21 ff, v.14, vi 1, 33 ff. ;)1 Cor. vi. 11; Heb. x 10, 220255 
in favour of which the very eivaı (not yiver@ar) and the whole 
context are decisive (vv. 5, 6, 7). We may add that, if the 
emphasis with which our Epistle brings into prominence the 
holiness of the church (comp. v. 27) is to be held as betraying 
the standpoint of the second century (see Schwegler in Zeller’s 
Jahrb. 1844, p. 382), for which especial reference is made to 
iii. 10, 31, with equal reason the like suspicion may be thrown 
even on the most fully acknowledged Epistles (such as the 
Epistles to the Corinthians). — catevémrov avtod] before God's 
eyes, judice Deo (Col. ii. 14; Rom. iii. 20, iv. 5). It is God’s 
judgment, which has posited the reconciled as holy and blame- 
less, and that by imputation of faith unto righteousness ; 
thereupon He gives to them every evAoyia mvevpaTtiKy, ver. 3. 
The reference of avtos successively recurring to different 
subjects cannot surprise us (Winer, p. 135 [E. T. 179]); and 
so it is not to be written avtod (as Harless still does), but 
avtov, from the standpoint, of the author (Dissen, ad Dem. 
de Cor. p. 276; Kühner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 49). — ev 
aya7n]| is attached by many to ver. 4, so that it is connected 
either with e&ere£&aro (Oecumenius, Thomas, Flacius, Olearius, 
Baumgarten, Flatt, and others), but in how isolated and awk- 
ward a way! or with eivaı judas ayiovs «.r.A. (Vulgate, Am- 
brosiaster, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, 
Grotius, Wolf, Wetstein, and others, including Rückert,—but 
with hesitation, — Matthies, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius), so 
that €v dyarn would be the ground, or rather the element 
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(evangelii To wav, says Grotius, lies in love), of the holiness 
and blamelessness. But this is not compatible with the 
correct explanation of dylous kal Aapwyovs, as a state brought 
about by the Naornpıov of Christ, according to which, not Ev 
ayarn, but ev mioter, would have been a definition of the 
element of holiness in keeping with the context. Hence the 
connection with rpoopicas, ver. 5, remains as the only cor- 
rect one. So the Peshito, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Augustine, Estius (but with hesitation), Bengel, Michaelis, 
Zachariae, Koppe, and others, including Lachmann, Harless, 
Olshausen, de Wette, Tischendorf, Schenkel, Bleek. The only 
one of the objections made to this view which is plausible 
is that of Matthies and Meier, that the following cata nv 
evdorlav Tod HeAmuaros aurod would render the preceding 
ev dyarrn in this connection superfluous. But see on ver. 5. 
Ver. 5. Love was the disposition of God, in which He 
through this our election predestined us to vioderia. Hence 
this divine motive, therefore, is prefixed with emphasis, quite 
in keeping with the character of ascription of praise marking 
the discourse. Consequently: in that He in love predestined 
us. Homberg has indeed conceived the relation of the time 
of mpoopicas to é&erXéEato as: “ postguam nos praedestinavit 
adoptandos, elegit etiam nos, ut simus sancti;” but the usual 
view correctly conceives mpoopicas as coincident in point of 
time, and accomplished simultaneously with e&eXe£aro, so that 
it is regarded as the modus of the latter (see on yvwpicas, 
ver. 9). For the praedestinatio (the mpoopiteıv) is never else- 
where distinguished from the election as something preceding it ; 
it rather substantially coincides with it (hence at Rom. viii. 29 
only the expression mpowpice is used, while in vill. 33 only 
éxdextoé are mentioned), and only the mpoyvwaıs is prior, 
Rom. 2... Comp. Lampsing, Pauli de praedestinat. decreta, 
Leovard. 1858, p. 70. See on this use of the aorist parti- 
ciple, Hermann, ad Viger. p. 774; Bernhardy, p. 383; Winer, 
p. 321 [E. T. 430]. It is, we may add, purely arbitrary 
to distinguish é&edéFato and mpoopicas, so that the former 
should apply to individuals, the latter to the whole (Schenkel). 
Both verbs have in fact the same objects (74s, which denotes 
the persons); see on Rom. viii. 29. — The po in mpoopicas, 
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beforehand, points to the future realization. Certainly the 
predestination has taken place before the creation of the 
world (ver. 4); but this is not expressed by po, which 
rather looks always towards the future setting in of the thing 
predestined. See Rom. viii. 29; 1 Cor. ii. 7; Eph. i. 11; 
Acts iv. 28; Heliod. p. 298, 14, p. 266, 15; Sopater in 
Walz, Rhet. V. p. 152, 20. — eis viodeciav Sia’ Incod Xpictod 
eis avtov] are to be taken closely together: wnto adoption 
through Jesus Christ in reference to Him,—that is, He has 
destined us ¢o stand in the relation of those assumed as children 
through mediation of Jesus Christ to Him (to God). Comp. Rom. 
viii. 29. That viodeoia is nowhere merely childship (as Meier 
and Bleek still take it here, following Usteri), but adoption," 
see on Rom. vii. 15; Gal. iv. 5. vlofecia is never predi- 
cated of Christ Himself ; for He is the born Son of God (Rom. 
vill. 3; Gal. iv. 4), who procured for His own the assumption 
into the place of children (whereby they became de jure His 
brethren, Rom. viii. 29). The pre-eminence of Christ is 
therefore essential, not merely prototypal, as of the head of 
humanity ;” He is the govoyevys. Through adoption believers 
have passed out (comp. Rom. vi. 24 f.) of their natural state, 
in which they by sin were liable to the wrath of God (ii. 3), 
and have entered into the state of reconciliation, in which 
they, through the mediation of the reconciling death of Christ 
(vv. 6, 7), by means of the faith in it which was counted to 
them for righteousness (Gal. iii. 26; Rom. iv. 5, 23 f.), have 
forgiveness of sins, and are heirs of the Messianic blessedness 
(ver. 14; Gal. iv. 7; Rom. viii. 10, 11, 17), as a guarantee 
of which the Holy Spirit is given to them (ver. 14; Gal. iv. 6; 
Rom. viii. 16).— eis adrov] does not apply to Christ (Anselm, 
Thomas, Castalio, Vorstius, Menochius, Cornelius a Lapide, 
and others, including de Wette), since Christ is mediator of 
the adoption, and this is a relation to God. This simple sense 
of reference toward is to be maintained, and we must not im- 
port either ad gloriam gratiae suae (Piscator ; comp. Schenkel) 


1 Even the old theocratic vind:riz was adoption ; for the Jews were as such, 
and not as men generally, the chosen and peculiar people to whom the Messiah 
was promised. See on Rom. ix. 4, 

® In opposition to Beyschlag, Christol. d. N. T. p. 222 f. 
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or TV eis avTOV avdyovoav TO yevos Huov (Theophylact). At 
variance with linguistic usage, Beza, Calvin, and Calixtus 
take it for ev &avro, and discover in it the independence of the 
divine rpoopiowos ; and Grotius, Wolf, Baumgarten, Koppe, 
Holzhausen, Meier hold it as equivalent to sibi, i (“ as children, 
who rightly belong to Him as His own,” Meier). Comp. also 
on Col. i. 20.— We may add that here, too, we must not 
write (with Beza, Stephanus, Mill, Griesbach, Knapp, Meier, 
and others) avtov, but a’tov. Comp. above on karevamıov 
avTov. — Kata Tv evdokiay Tod HeAnuaros avTod (not avTod): 
conformably to the pleasure of His will, just as it was the 
purpose of His will. Comp. Matt. xi. 26; Luke x. 21. So 
Vulgate, Erasmus, Calvin, Bengel, Flatt, and others, including 
Riickert, de Wette, Bleek. It may also signify: according to 
the benevolence of His will (see, generally, Fritzsche, ad Rom. 
II. p. 369 ff). So Harless, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
following older expositors. But this notion is already and 
more strongly contained in ev ayarn; and the element which is 
here meant, of /ree self-determination, independent of all human 
desert, as regulative of the mpoopifev, is clearly pointed to 
in the parallel by 7» mpoedero ev avt@. Comp. also ver. 11; 
2 Aimy a9) 

REMARK.—Predestination is not made dependent on any sort 
of causa meritoria on the part of man (comp. ver. 11), but is 
simply an act of free divine kindness, whose determination has 
its causa impulsiva only in Christ; so that, in the case of the 
predestined subjects, faith is set forth as the causa apprehendens 
of the salvation destined for them zar« pöyvaow (Rom. vii. 29) ; 
and with this Rom. ix. when rightly apprehended, agrees. 
The conditions mentally supplied by expositors (as e.g. Grotius, 
who finds in our passage “decretum ejus, quod Deus facere 
vult, si et homines faciant, quod debent;” comp. already Jerome) 
remove the relation out of the sphere of the divine sööoziw roö 
bdcaywaros into that of dependence on human self-choice, and 
consequently into the domain of the accidental. The notion of 
absolute decree, however, breaks down before the zpéyywois as 
the necessary premiss of the divine éxAcyz—a premiss, which 
doubtless involves the necessity of morally restricting the trumeus 
aut lapis of the Formula Concordiae (comp. Luthardt, Lehre 
vom freien Willen, p. 272). 

Ver. 6. As love was the disposition serving as motive fur the 
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divine predestination (ver. 5), so is the glorifying of the divine 
love (which, however, is here designated in accordance with 
its distinctive peculiarity, because it refers to sinners, ii. 1 ff., 
as grace) its divinely conceived ultimate aim, not, as Grotius 
would have it, consequens aliud. Comp. 2 Cor. i. 20; 
Phil. i. 11. — eis Evrawov do&ns tis xapıros abtod (not avTod) 
means neither to the glorious praise of His grace (Grotius, 
Estius), nor to the praise of His glorious grace (Luther, Castalio, 
Beza, and most expositors, including Morus, Koppe, Flatt, 
Holzhausen, Meier), the one of which is just as arbitrary as 
the other; but: to the praise of the glory of His grace. The 
quality of the grace, its glory—its greatness laudably evinc- 
ing itself—is brought into prominence as the object of the 
praise to be bestowed on it. Comp. Bernhardy, p. 53 f.; Held, 
ad Timol. p. 368. Bengel already in his day aptly distin- 
guished the notions: “ Primum naseitur laus gratiae, ver. 5, 
inde laus gloriae.” — d0£ns without the article may not surprise 
us on account of the genitival definition that follows. See 
Winer, p. 118 f. [E. T. 155 f.]. — js Exapitwoev twas Ev TO 
nyam.] ns is attracted by the preceding tis xapıros (xapıv 
xapırovv is conceived of as ayarnv ayaray, ji. 4; John xvii. 
26; comp. Dem. 306, 28: xapıras yapifec@ar) instead of 
jv. Comp.iv. 1; and see on 2 Cor. i. 4; Hom. J/, xxii. 649; 
Arist. Pl. 1044: tis Üßpeos ts UBpifomat. Xapitow means: 
gratia aliquem aficere; and, according as the xapıs is conceived 
of subjectively as love-worthiness, or objectively as the divine 
grace, the sense may either be: to make love-worthy, as Chrysos- 
tom? and his followers (comp. also Luther), Cornelius a Lapide, 
and many Roman Catholics (including Bisping), have taken 
it, understanding thereby not merely the reconciliation, but 
also the positive sanctifying, the justitia inhaerens; or: to 
grant grace (as it is taken usually). In the former sense 
(see Wetstein, I. p. 651), the word occurs, Niceph. Prog. ii. 2; 
Symm. Ps. xvii. 28; Ecclus, xviii. 17; also Ecclus. ix. 8 in 
Cod. A; and Clem. Alex. Paed. iii. 11; in the latter sense, in 
Luke i. 28; Test. XII. Patr. p. 698. The latter is here 


' Chrysostom says: just as if one were to make a sick or famished man into 
a beautiful youth, so has God made our soul beautiful and love-worthy for the 
angels and all saints and for Himself. 


—— ts 
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decidedly correct, since the preceding 74s xapıros, especially 
with 7s as the reading, permits no deviation from that mean- 
ing, just as ver. 7 sets forth simply the work of pardoning 
grace. —€v TE Nyarnuevo) Christ as the vios ths ayamrns 
avrod, Col. i. 13 (comp. Matt. iii. 17), is wat’ e£oxyv the 
beloved of God, and in Him has God shown us grace, é.c. in the 


fact that He gave Him up to death for us (ver. 7), He has /% 


Yt <m 


brought home to us His grace. Comp. ji. 13; Rom. vii. 39; 
2 Cor. v. 19. The designation of Christ by 0 Nyarrnnevos 
makes us feel the greatness of the divine grace. Comp. kom. 
wilt, 32)-vii8 fie; John ni L6):1L John iv’ OF 

Ver. 7. More precise elucidation, on the basis of experience 
(Exonev), of what had just been said, Exapır. juds Ev TO HyarT. 
-— ev @| so that in Him our possession of the redemption has 
its ground. He it is, without whose person and work we 
should not have been redeemed; yawpis Xpiotod (ii. 12), no 
amoAurpwars. Comp. Rom. ili, 24. The relative has, as is 
often the case (see, generally, Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phil. 
p. 195 f.; Ellendt, Zex. Soph. II. p. 371), argumentative sig- 
nificance. Comp. here especially iii. 12. — nv amoddtpacu] 
the redemption, namely, from God’s wrath and penalties, 
which before our entrance into faith we had incurred 
through sin (Rom. i. 18, ii. 23, v. 5 ff, vii. 7 fl; Eph. 
ii. 3, v. 6, al.), as those who were under the dominion of 
the devil (Col. i. 13; Acts xxvi. 18), The purchase-price 
(1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23; Matt. xx. 23; Mark x. 45) through 
which Christ, in voluntary obedience towards God’s gracious 
counsel, accomplished this aroAUrpwors, was His blood, which 
He shed as an Aaornpıov for the benefit of men (Rom. iii. 25, 
v. 8,9; 2 Cor. v. 21; Col. i.21,ii. 13£). On amoXvrpwons, 
as the effect of the atoning death, in which case the blood of 
Christ is always conceived of as the purchase-price, see Rom. iil. 
24, — &a Tod aluaros adtod] by means o7 His blood, a more pre- 
cise definition of the preceding ev 6 Paul might have written 
ev TO aluarı avtod (ji. 13); but he in general prefers an 
interchange of prepositions (comp. 2 Cor. iii. 11; Rom. ii. 30; 
Gal. ii. 16; Philem. 5), to which he was here specially led by 
his epexegetic purpose (comp. iii. 12; 1 Thess. iii. 7). — rnv 
ddeow Tav TapaTT@pdtwr] apposition to tiv aroAvTpwow, the 


er 
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essence of which is the forgiveness of sins obtained on account of 
the death of Christ. As to the distinction between wdpeous 
(Rom. iii. 25) and adeous (used by Paul also in Col. i. 14), 
see on Rom. iii. 25.— Tov Taparrwuarwv denotes always 
the actual individual sins (ii. 1ff.; and see on Rom. v. 20); 
hence Paul has not mentally included a forgiveness of in- 
born sinfulness (Olshausen). — Kata tov MAoDToV THs Xapı- 
Tos avtou] is not to be resolved into an adjective (“gratia 
liberalissima,” Koppe); but the riches, i.e. the great fulness 
(Codex 17 has ro 70s), of the divine grace is that, in con- 
sequence of which we have in Christ the redemption. It is 
to be noted that here, as well as in ver. 6, the reference to the 
divine grace serves to wind up one element of the discourse, 
and (by 7s) to annex another. As to mAodTos THs xapıros 
(ii. 7, iii. 16), see on Rom. ii. 4. We may add that Lachmann, 
Riickert, Tischendorf have the form To mAodros, following A B 
D* E (?) 8* min., to which also F G fall to be added with the 
transcriber’s error Tod mwAovTos; and rightly. See on 2 Cor. 
viii. 2, Remark; and see Winer, p. 64 [E. T. 76]. 

Ver. 8. “Hs Ewepiooevaev eis nuäs] As stands by attraction 
(comp. ver. 6), not for 7 (Camerarius, Calvin, Piscator, Erasmus 
Schmid), so that erepiso. would be intransitive, — for the 
attraction of the dative, rare even in classic authors (Kriiger, 
Gramm. 51. 10. 3, and Grammat. Unters. III. p. 274 f.), is not 
found in the N. T., not even in the passages adduced by Butt- 
mann, newt. Gr. p. 247 [E. T. 287],—but for fv, so that erepice. 
is transitive (2 Cor. iv. 15, ix. 8; 1 Thess, iii. 12): which He 
has made abundant, has shown in an exceedingly high degree 
(apOoves é&éyee, Theophylact), towards us. If, with Calvin 
and Beza (comp. also Holzhausen), we should not assume any 
attraction at all, but should take the genitive as at Luke 
xv. 17, there would result the sense, unsuitable to what follows 
(yvwpicas «.T.A.): of which He had superabundance towards us. 
— ev mäaon copia kai d&povnoeı] is not, with Chrysostom, 
Jerome, Theodoret, Homberg, Baumgarten, Semler, Michaelis, 
Griesbach, Koppe, Holzhausen, Scholz, to be attached to yvo- 
picas, because it would thus, like ev ayarrn in ver. 5, denote 
the attribute of God operative in the yvwpifew, which, on 
account of raon (see below), is not admissible. If, again, we 
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should, with Chrysostom (comp. Michaelis and others), regard 
it as the state of men brought about by yvwpicas x.7.X., this 
would be forced, and, as concerns the sense, there might be urged 
against it the circumstance that, in the making known of the 
divine mystery, Paul had to set forth, not the divine display 
of grace in itself (this was given in the work of redemption, 
vv. 6, 7), but the display of grace as revealed. Hence it was 
necessary that there should be added to 7s Errepioo. eis np. a 
definition, and this is ev waon cod. x. bpov.: which He has 
displayed abundantly towards us by every kind of wisdom and 
discernment (with which He endowed us, comp. Col. 1. 9), in 
that He made known to us, ete. Observe here withal the elzmaz, 
in which, rising from the simple 7s éyapitwcev nuäs, ver. 6, the 
apostle now, at this further display of grace, says: #s erepio- 
cevoev eis as. Riickert (comp. Jerome, Castalio, de Wette, 
and others), although connecting it with Ns ésrepioc. eis Nu., 
incorrectly holds the divine wisdom to be meant, and takes 
the sense to be, that God has with highest wisdom and dis- 
cernment dispensed His grace over us. Not only would this 
introduce here something remote from the point,—since in the 
whole context Paul is commending only grace as such, and not 
any other attribute along with it,—but the words themselves 
are opposed to it, not indeed by &povyaeı in itself, which 
(in opposition to Harless and Schenkel) might be used also of 
God (1 Kings iii. 28; Prov. iii. 19; Jer. x. 12), but certainly 
by maon. For mäca oodia does not mean swmma sapientia, 
but every kind of wisdom, which, according to a popular mode 
of expression, like our “ all possible wisdom” (Theile, ad Jacob. 
p. 7), can be said only of men. The rodrvmolKkiros codia, 
i. 10, is not analogous (in opposition to de Wette), but 
denotes the absolute wisdom according to its manifold modes of 
manifestation. — kat dpovyce] Comp. 1 Kings iv. 29: Eöwre 
KUpLos Ppovncw TO ZaAwuwv Kat codiav Torry; Dan. ii. 21: 
dud0vs copiav toils copois Kat dpovnow Tols eiddoe aUveaı ; 
Joseph. Antt. ii. 5. 7, viii. 7.5. Ppovmois is an aptitude, which 
proceeds from wisdom ( de oodia dvdpi tikter Ppovnow, 
Prov. x. 23), in connection with which the distinction is to 
be noted, that codéa is the general notion (Eriornun Oetwv 
Te Kal avOpwrivav mpayparwv, Sext. Emp. adv. phys. i. 13), 
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which embraces the collective activity of the mind as directed 
to divine aims only to be achieved by moral means (comp. 
on Col. i. 9); whereas dpovnois denotes the more special 
notion of the morally determined intelligence, the insight of 
practical reason regulating the dispositions (Emiornun ayabov 
kat Kxaxov, Plato, Def. p. 411 D; &&s adnOyns peta Aoyov 
TpaxtiKy TEept Ta avOpor@ ayada x. kara, Arist. Eth. vi. 5. 4). 
See, especially, also Cic. Of. i. 43. Comp. on dpovnats, which 
Paul has not elsewhere, Luke i. 17 ; Beck, bibl. Seelenl. p. 62. 

Ver. 9. In that He hus made known to us the mystery of 
His will. The aorist participle signifies an action coineident 
and completed at the same time with erepioo. See oni. 5. 
— 7piv] applies, as in the whole connection, to the Chris- 
tians generally ; but in this case the extraordinary kinds of 
making known, which individuals among them had experienced 
(such as Paul himself, who was instructed 6’ aroxadtweus, 
ili. 3; Gal. i. 12), are left out of account. — 70 puotijp. Tod 
Gedijp. adtod] Tod Herr. is genitive objecti. And the mystery 
that concerns the divine will is the counsel of redemption 
accomplished through Christ, not in so far as it is in itself 
incomprehensible for the understanding, but in so far as, while 
formed from eternity, it was until the announcement of the 
gospel hidden in God, and veiled and unknown to men. 
See Rom. xvi. 25 f.; Eph. iii 4 f, 9, vi. 19; Col. i 26. By 
the prophets the mystery was not unveiled, but the unveiling 
of it was merely predicted; here at the proclamation of the 
gospel the prophetic predictions became means of its unveil- 
ing, Rom. xvi. 25 f.— Kata tiv eddox. avtod] belongs not to 
TO puot. ToD Ger. ar. (Bleek), in which case it would stand 
in a tautologic relation to Tod Ger. avt., but rather to yvopicas 
K.T.A., stating that God has accomplished the making known 
in pursuance of His free self-determination. Comp. on ver. 5. 
— ij mpoedero Ev att] would be in itself redundant, but 
serves for the attaching of that which follows; hence no 
comma is to be placed after av7@. It is not, however, to be 
written as avT@ (as by Lachmann, Harless, Tischendorf), since 
here the avtos cannot appear as the third person, as would be 
the case if the text had run in some such form as Kata rıyv 
mpoßeoıv alrod, and as was previously the case with the thrice 
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occurring adtod. If auro were to be read, a subject different 
from God would be meant; as, indeed, Chrysostom and his 
successors, as well as Luther, Calovius, Bengel, and others, in 
reality understood it of Christ, although the latter only comes 
in again at ver. 10, and that by name. — mpoedero] set before 
Himself (Rom. 1. 13), purposed (namely, to accomplish it) in 
Himself, ie. in His heart (anthropopathic designation). This 
purpose, too (mpodects, ver. 11), is to be conceived as formed 
before the creation of the world; without this idea, however, 
being expressed by rpo, which is not even to be taken tem- 
porally, but locally (to set before oneself), comp. on mpoxerpi- 
Couar, Acts iii. 20. There is incorrectness, for the very 
reason that evavro does not apply to Christ, in the translation 
of Luther (comp. Vulgate): “and has brought forth [herfiirge- 
bracht] the same by Him,” though zpoé@. in itself might have 
this meaning. See on Rom. iii. 25. 

Ver. 10. Eis oikovowiav TOD mAnpep. TV Katp.] Unto the 
dispensation of the fulfilling of the times, belongs not to yve- 
picas (Bengel), but to the immediately preceding jv rpoedero 
ev avT@, which is inserted solely with a view to attach to it 
eis oikoy, «.T.A.3 and eis does not stand for ev (Vulgate and 
several Fathers, also Beza, Piscator, and others), but denotes 
what God in forming that purpose had in view, and is thus 
telic: with a design to. With the temporal rendering, usque 
ad (Erasmus, Calvin, Bucer, Estius, Er. Schmid, Michael., and 
others), we should have to take rpoedero in a pregnant sense, 
and to supply mentally: “ consilio secretum et abditum_ esse 
voluit” (Erasmus, Paraphr.), which, however, with the former 
explanation is superfluous, and hence is arbitrary here, although 
it would in itself be admissible (Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 776]). 
— oikovowia] house-management (Luke xvi. 2), used also in 
the ethico-theocratic sense (1 Tim. i. 4), and specially of the 
functions of the apostolic office (1 Cor. ix. 17; Col. i. 25), 
here signifies regulation, disposition, arrangement in general, in 
which case the conception of an ofxovouos has receded into 
the background. Comp. iii. 2; Xen. Cyr. v. 3. 25; Plut. 
Pomp. 50; frequently in Polyb. (see Schweighaeuser, Lex. 
Polyb. p. 402); comp. also 2 Mace. iii. 14; 3 Mace. i 2; 
Act. Thom. 57.—The mAypwpa av Kaipav, id quo impleta 
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sunt (comp. on iii. 19) tempora, is not in substance different 
from TO TANpwua Tod xpövov, Gal. iv. 4; nevertheless, in our 
passage the pre-Messianic period running on from the begin- 
ning is conceived of not as unity, as at Gal. l.c., but accord- 
ing to its different sections of time marked off by different 
epochs, the last of which closes with the setting in of the 
Messianic work of redemption, and which thus with this setting 
in become full (like a measure), so that nothing more is lack- 
ing to make up the time as a whole, of which they are the parts. 
This mAypwpa is consequently not, in general, tempus justum 
(Morus: at its time), but the fulness of the times, ze. that 
point of time, by the setting in of which the pre-Messianic 
ages are made full,’ that is, are closed as complete. Comp. 
Herod. iii. 22: dydexovta 8 Erea Cons TAypwpa avdpl 
pakpotatov mpoxéec Oat (implementum vitae longissimum, 2.¢. 
longissimum tempus, quo impletur vita), and see on Gal. iv. 4; 
Wetstein on Mark i. 15. Fritzsche (in 7’hesauri quo sacrae 
N. T. glossae illustr. specim., Rostock 1839, p. 25, and ad 
Rom. II. p. 473) conceives it otherwise, holding that to 
TArAnpwpa is plenitas, the abstract of wAnpys, hence TA. T. kK. 
plenum tempus, of wAnpes kaıpoi. But while mAnpoua doubt- 
less signifies impletio, like mAnpwarıs, in Ezek. v. 2; Dan. x. 3 ; 
Soph. Zrach. 1203; Eurip. Z’ro. 824, it never denotes the 
being full. — Now, in what way is the genitive-relation otkovopia 
Tod TAnpwpatos to be understood? A genitive of the object 
(Menochius, Storr, Baumgarten-Crusius) Tod TAnpou. cannot 
be, inasmuch as it may doubtless be said of the mTAnpoua tev 
kaıp. as a point of time fixed by God: 7 comes (Gal. iv. 4), 
but not: it is arranged, otxovometrar. Harless takes the 
genitive as epexegetic. But a point of time (mAnp. T. kaıp.) 
cannot logically be an appositional more precise definition of 
a fact (oikovoula). The genitive is rightly taken as expressing 
the characteristic (temporal) peculiarity, as by Calovius: 
“ dispensatio propria plenitudini temporum.” Comp. Riickert. 
Just as Kpiows neyaAns nuepas, Jude 6, Hence: with a view to 
the dispensation to be established at the setting in of the fulness 

1 The apostolic idea of the rarpuya rar zayay excludes the conception of a 


series of worlds without beginning or end (Rothe). See Gess, v. d. Pers. Chr, 
p- 170 ff. 
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of the times. For, öre MAde To mAnpwya TOD xpovov, EEame- 
oreıLlev 0 Meds Tov viov avtod, Gal. l.c., and on His emergence 
TeTAnpwtat o kaıpos, Mark i. 15. There was no need that 
the article should stand before oixov. just because of the 
complete definition contained in the following genitive. Comp. 
on ver. 6. It would only be required, if we should have 
mentally to supply to oikovoniav a genitival definition, and thus 
to make it an independent idea, as is done by many (Wolf, 
Olshausen, and others), who explain it as administrationem 
gratiae —a view which is erroneous, just because a genitive 
already stands beside it, although oikovonuia Tod TANp@uaTos 
Ttav Katpov, taken together, is the Christian dispensation of 
grace. This genitival definition standing alongside of it also 
prevents us from taking, with Luther, eis oixovouiav (sc. Tod 
pvornpiov) as: “ that it should be preached ;” or from supply- 
ing, with Grotius and Estius (comp. Morus), ts evdoxias 
avTov with oikov., in neither of which cases would there be 
left any explanation of the genitive sense applicable to Tov 
TANpwuaTos T. K. Quite erroneous, lastly, is the view of Storr, 
Opuse. I. p. 155, who is followed by Meier, that occovoyia tod 
mAnp. T. K. is administratio eorum quae restant temporum. For 
to take 7. wAjp. T. x. in the sense of reliqua tempora, i.e. novi 
focderis, is in the light of Gal. iv. 4, Mark i. 15, decidedly 
to misapprehend it. — dvaredalaıwoaodaı Ta mavra Ev TO 
XpıioTo] epexegetical infinitive, which gives information as to the 
actual contents of that otcovoula: (namely) again to gather up 
together, etc. Therein the arrangement designated by orkovoyia 
T. TA. T. kK. Was to consist. This connection is that which 
naturally suggests itself, and is more in keeping with the 
simple mode followed in the context of annexing the new 
portions of the discourse to what immediately precedes, than 
the connection with mpoé@ero (Zachariae, Flatt, and others), or 
with To puotip. Tod Ger. aurod (Beza: Paul is explaining 
quid mysterii nomine significare voluerit ; also Harless, comp. 
Olshausen, Schmid, bibl. Theol. II. p. 347, and others). We 
may add that Beza, Piscator, and others have taken eds odor. 
T. X. T. x. along with dvaxefanr. as one idea; but in that 
case the preceding #v mpoedero Ev avt® must appear quite 
superfluous and aimless, and eis oixovou. K.7.r., by being pre- 
Meyer—Epu. D 
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fixed to avaxedax., irrelevantly receives the main emphasis, 
which is not to be removed from dvarebaX. — üvareba- 
Nawwoacdaı] xebararov in the verb xedalaıow means, as 
it does also in classical usage, chief thing, main point (see 
Wetstein, ad Rom. xiii. 9); hence xebaAaww: summatim col- 
ligere, asin Thue. ii. 6'7..5, vi. 91: 6, vil. 53.1; Quake 
Comp. cvyxedaraioveFa, Xen. Cyr. vill. 1. 15; Polyb. ii. 3. 
1,7, iv. 1. 9. Consequently avaxeparatow : summatim recol- 
ligere, which is said in Rom. xiii. 9 of that which has been 
previously expressed singulatim, in separate parts, but now is 
again gathered up in one main point, so that at Rom. /.c. ev 
TovT® T@ Aöy@ denotes that main point, in which the gathering 
up is contained. And here this main point of gathering up 
again, unifying all the parts, lies in Christ ; hence the gathering 
up is not verbal, as in Rom. fc, but real, as is distinctly 
apparent from the objects gathered up together, ra ei tots 
ovpavois «.7.r. It is to be observed withal, (1) that ava- 
Kepar. does not designate Christ as xepadj—although He 
really is so (ver. 22)—so that it would be tantamount to Uro 
piav kebaAnv cayew (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Erasmus, Luther, Piscator, Calovius, Bengel, Michaelis, 
Zachariae, Koppe, Matthies, Meier, de Wette, and others), 
but as xedaraov, which is evident from the etymology ; 
(2) that we are not to bring in, with Grotius and Hammond, 
the conception of scattered warriors, or, with Camerarius, that 
of an arithmetical sum (xedadracov, see Wetstein, /.c.), which 
must have been suggested by the context; (3) that the force 
of the middle is the less to be overlooked, inasmuch as an act 
of government on God’s part is denoted: sibi summatim recol- 
ligerc ; (4) that we may not give up the meaning of ava, 
iterum (Winer, de verbor. cum praep. con). in N. T. usu, LIL. 
p. 3 f.), which points back to a state in which no separation 
as yet existed (in opposition to Chrysostom, Castalio, and 
many others). This ava has had its just force already recog- 
nised by the Peshito and Vulgate (instaurare), as well as by 
Tertull. de Monog. 5 (ad initium reciprocare), although Kepa- 
Natow is overlooked by the former, and wrongly apprehended 
by the latter. See the more detailed discussion below. — 
2 Comp. Goth. : “aftra usfulljan” (again to fill up). 
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ra mavra] is referred by many (see below) merely to intelli- 
gent beings, or to men, which, according to a well-known use 
of the neuter, would be in itself admissible (Gal. in. 22), but 
would need to be suggested by the context. It is quite 
general: all created things and beings. Comp. vv. 22, 23.— 
Ta Emi Tow ovpavois Kal Ta Emil THS ys] that which is on 
the heavens and that which is on the earth. emi tots ovpav. 
(see the critical remarks) is so conceived of that the heavens 
are the stations at which the things concerned are to be found. 
Comp. the well-known ei xdovi (Hom. ZI. i1..195, al.) ; Ei 
muanow (Il. iii. 149); emi müpyo (Il. vi. 431). Even in 
the classical writers, we may add, prepositions occurring in 
close succession often vary their construction without any 
special design in it. See Kühner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 20. 
Comp. as to the local Erri with genitive and dative, ey. Hom. 
Il. i. 486. As regards the real sense, ta Eml Tois ovpav. is 
not to be arbitrarily limited either to the spirits in heaven 
generally (Rückert, Meier), or to the angels (Chrysostom, Calvin, 
Cameron, Balduin, Grotius, Estius, Calovius, Bengel, Michaelis, 
Zachariae, Rosenmiiller, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others), or 
to the blessed spirits of the pious men of the O. T. (Beza, 
Piscator, Boyd, Wolf, Moldenhauer, Flatt, and others), nor 
must we understand by it the Jews, and by ta emi tis yhs 
the Gentiles (Locke, Schoettgen, Baumgarten, Teller, Ernesti), 
as, indeed, Koppe was able to bring out of it all mankind by 
declaring heaven and earth to be a periphrasis for Kocpos ; 
but, entirely without restriction, all things and beings existent 
in the heavens and upon earth are meant, so that the preceding 
Ta mavra is specialized in its two main divisions. Irenaeus, 
Adv. Haer. iii. 18, quite arbitrarily thought of all events 
which should have come to pass on earth or in heaven, and 
which God gathers up, ze. brings to their complete fulfilment, 
in Christ as in their goal. Comp. Chrys.: ra yap dud paxpod 
xpovov oikovonovueva avynKepardatwocaTo Ev NploT@, TOVTETTL 
cuveTewe. — But how far has God gathered together again all 
things, things heavenly and things earthly, in Christ? Before 
the entrance of sin all created beings and things were un- 
dividedly united under God’s government ; all things in the 
world were normally combined into organic unity for God’s 
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ends and in His service. But through sin this original union 
and harmony was broken, first of all in heaven, where a part 
of the angels sinned and fell away from God ;! these formed, 
under Satan, the kingdom antagonistic to God, and upon 
earth brought about the fall of man (2 Cor. xi. 3), extended 
their sway farther and farther, and were even worshipped in 
the heathen idols (1 Cor. x. 20 f.). With the fall of man 
there came to an end also the normal state of the non- 
intelligent «revs (Rom. vill. 19 ff.) ; heaven and earth, which 
had become the scene of sin and of the demoniac kingdom 
(ii. 2, vi. 12), were destined by God to destruction, in order 
that one day a new heaven and a new earth—in which not sm 
any more, but moral righteousness shall dwell, and God shall 
be the all-determining power in all (1 Cor. xv. 28)—shall 
come imperishable (Rom. viii. 21) in its place (2 Pet. iii. 13). 
The redeeming work of Jesus Christ (comp. Col. 1. 20) was 
designed to annul again this divided state in the universe, 
which had arisen through sin in heaven and upon earth, and 
to re-establish the unity of the kingdom of God in heaven and 
on earth; so that this gathering together again should rest 
on, and have its foundations in, Christ as the central point 
of union and support, without which it could not emerge. 
Before the Parousia, it is true, this avaxepadaiwors is still 
but in course of development; for the devil is still with his 
demons Ev Tots erovpavioıs (vi. 12), is still fighting against 
the kingdom of God and holding sway over many ; many men 
reject Christ, and the «ricıs longs after the renewal. But with 
the Parousia there sets in the full realization, which is the 
amoraracotacıs mavrwv (Matt. xix. 28; Acts il. 21; 2 Pet. 
iii. 10 ff.) ; when all antichristian natures and powers shall be 
discarded out of heaven and earth, so that thereafter nothing 
in heaven or upon earth shall be excluded from this gathering 
together again. Comp. Photius in Oecumenius. Finally, 
the middle voice (sibi recolligere) has its warrant in the 

1 For this falling away is the necessary presupposition for the Satanic sedue- 
tion of our first parents, 1 John iii. 8-10; John viii. 44, where an originally 
evil nature of the devil (Frommann, Hilgenfeld) is not to be thought of ; see 
Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 319 ff. On Jude 6 and 1 Tim. iii. 6, in which 


passages a reference has been wrongly found to the first fall in the angelie world, 
see Hutlıer. 
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fact that God is the Sovereign (the head of Christ, 1 Cor. xi. 4 
and iii. 23), who fulfils His will and aim by the gathering 
up again, etc.; so that, when the avaxeparalwors is com- 
pleted by the victory over all antichristian powers, He resumes 
even the dominion committed to the Son, and then God is 
the sole ruling principle (1 Cor. xv. 24, 28). Our passage is 
accordingly so framed as to receive its historically adequate 
elucidation from the N. T., and especially from Paul himself ; 
and there is no reason for seeking to explain it from a later 
system of ideas, as Baur does (p. 424), who traces it to the 
underlying Gnostic idea, that all spiritual life which has issued 
from the supreme God must return to its original unity, and in 
that view the “affected” expression eis oikov. 7. TAMP. T. Katp. 
is held to convey a covert allusion to the Gnostic pleroma of 
aeons and its economy. See, on the other hand, Rabiger, 
Christol. Paulina, p. 55. The “ genuinely Catholic conscious- 
ness” (Baur, Christenth. d. drei erst. Jahrh. p. 109) of the 
Epistle is just the genuinely apostolic one, necessarily rooted 
in Christ’s own word and work. The person of Christ is not 
presented “under the point of view of the metaphysical 
necessity of the process of the self-realizing idea” (Baur, 
neutest. Theol. p. 264), but under that of its actual history, 
as this was accomplished, in accordance with the counsel of 
the Father, by the free obedience of the Lord. 

REMARK 1.—The illustration which Chrysostom has given 
for ra éxi roi odlpuvois x. ra eri vis ys, from the conception of a 
house repaired (wg dy mepi oiniag rig Eimoı ra wiv oubpa Ta d= ioyupa 
ExXoVang' avwxoddunoe Tv oiniay... oUTw zul evratda mayrag bro olay 
nyey: rsparnv), has been again employed by Harless, whose 
view of the passage (approved by Schenkel) is that the apostle 
speaks thus, “because the Lord and Creator of the whole 
body, of which heaven and earth are members, has in the 
restoration of the one member restored the whole body ; and in 
this consists the greatest significance of the reconciliation, that it 
is not merely a restoration of the life of earth, but a bringing 
back of the harmony of the universe” But in this way the 
words of the apostle are made withal to suggest merely 
the doing away of the contrast between heaven and earth (or, 
according to Schenkel’s tortuous metaphor, “ between the 
heavenly glorified centre of creation and the earthly, sin- 
troubled circumference of creation”), and there is conceded to 
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the ra m} 7075 obpuvors merely an indirect participation in the 
dvaxeparainors, and the direct de facto operation of the Messianic 
olzovosia on the heavenly world is set aside—which appears the 
less admissible, inasmuch as ra éai r. odp. has the precedence. 
According to Paul, the heavenly world and the earthly world 
were to be affected, the former as immediately and properly as 
the latter, by the daxeparaimos rav vdyrav; for the Satanic 
kingdom, for the destruction of which Christ came, and whose 
destruction was the condition of the dvaxeparaiwois, has its seat 
in the regions of heaven (vi. 12; comp. Hahn, 7heol. d. N. T. 
I. p. 343 ff.), and works in the vio? #75 @reideia; (11. 2) upon earth, 
so that in heaven and upon earth there exists no unity under 
God. 

ReMARK 2.—The doctrine of Lestoration, according to which 
those who have continued unbelieving and the demons shall 
still ultimately attain to salvation, altogether opposed as it is 
to the N. T., finds no support in our passage, where (in opposi- 
tion to Origen, Samuel Crell, and others), on the contrary, in the 
dvanepaur. 7.7.%. there is obviously implied, from the general point 
of view occupied by Christian faith, the separation of unbelievers 
aud of the demoniac powers, and their banishment into Gehenna; 
so that the dvaxeparainois is not meant of every single individual, 
but of the whole aggregate of heavenly and earthly things, which, 
after the antichristian individuals have been separated and 
consigned to hell, shall again in the renewed world be com- 
bined into unity under God, as once, before the entrance of sin, 
all things in heaven and on earth were combined into such 
unity. Hence Olshausen is wrongly of opinion that our passage 
(as well as Col. i. 20) is to be brought into harmony with the 
general type of Scripture doctrine by laying stress in the 
infinitive &rozepar. upon the design of God “ which, in the insti- 
tuting of a redemption endowed with infinite efficacy, aims at 
the restoration of universal harmony, at the bringing back of 
all that is lost” Apart from the fact that dvazepaa. is only 
an epexegetical infinitive (see above), it is altogether opposed to 
Scripture to assume that the aim in redemption is the restora- 
tion of all that is lost, even of the devils. For those passages 
as to the universality of redemption, and sayings like 1 Pet. 
iv. 6, Phil. ii. 10 f., leave the constant teaching of the N. T. 
concerning everlasting perdition entirely untouched (comp. on 
Rom. v. 18, xi. 32; Phil. ii. 10); and as regards the devils, the 
design of God in the economy of redemption was to vanguish 
them (1 John iii. 8, and elsewhere; 1 Cor. xv. 24 f.), and to 
deliver them up to the penalties already prepared for them of 
everlasting pain in hell (Matt. xxv. 41; Jude 6; 2 Pet. ii. 4; 
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Rev. xx. Lf.; comp. Bertholdt, Christol. p. 223). The restora- 
tion of the devils, as an impossibility in the case of spirits 
radically opposed to God, is not in the whole N. T. so much as 
thought of. The prince of this world is only judged. 

REMARK 3.—Those who understand ra &=i rors odp. specially 
of the angels (see above) have been driven—inasmuch as these 
pure spirits have no need of redemption in the proper sense— 
to unbiblical shifts, such as the view of Calvin (comp. Boyd) : 
that the angels before the redemption were not extra periculwm, 
but had through Christ attained “ primum ut perfecte et solide 
adhaereant Deo, deinde ut perpetuum statum retineant” (of all 
which the N. T. teaches nothing !) ; or that of Grotius: “ antea 
inter angelos factiones erant et studia pro populis (Dan. x. 13!) 

. ea sustulit Christus, rex factus etiam angelorum, unum ex 
tot populis sibi populum colligens ;” or that of Augustine and 
Zeger, that the number of the angels, which had been diminished 
by the fall of some, was completed again by the elect from among 
men. Baur (comp. Zanchius), out of keeping with the notion 
of the dvaxegaraiworz, thought of the knowledge (iii. 10) and 
bliss (Luke xv. 10) of the angels as heightened by redemption. 
Others again (Chrysostom on Col. i. 20; Theophylact, Anselm, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Hunnius, Calovius, Bengel, e¢ al.) have 
found the dvaxegaraiwos in the fact that the separation which 
sin had occasioned between the angels and sinful men was done 
away.! So also in substance Rückert: “ Originally and accord- 
ing to the will of God the whole world of spirits was to be one, 
... through like love and obedience towards the one God... . Sin 
did away with this relation, mankind became separated from 
God; hence also of necessity the bond was broken, which linked 
them to the higher world of spirits.... Christ... is to unite 
mankind to Himself by a sacred bond, and thereby to bring 
them back to God, and by that very act also . . . to do away 
with the breach; all is again to become one.” Comp. Meier, as 
also Bähr on Col. i. 20. But the apostle is in fact speaking of 
the reuniting not of the heavenly with the earthly, but of the 
heavenly and the earthly (comp. Remark 1); moreover, accord- 
ing to this explanation, the dvaxegauraiwos of the heavenly 
spirits with men would be the consequence of the expiation 
made for men by Christ, and thus Paul must logically have 
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written: s& evi rio yg x. Ta eal rors oupavors. 
‘Ver. 11. Ev a’té] resumes with emphasis the ev Xpior® 
1 In connection with this view it was quite arbitrarily, and with a distinc- 


tion at variance with Scripture, assumed that Christ was, as to His divine 
nature, the head of the angels, and as to His human nature, the head of men. 
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(Herm. ad Viger. pp. 734, 735; Bernhardy, p. 289 f.), in 
order to attach thereto the following relative clause (Kiihner, 
II. § 630, 5); hence before ev avt@ a comma is to be placed, 
and after it not a full stop, but only a comma (so, too, Lachmann, 
Tischendorf). Comp. on Col. i. 20.— ev @ Kat éxrnpa@Onuer] 
in whom (is the causal basis, that) we have also obtained the 
inheritance. Kai, in the sense of also actually introduces the 
accomplishment corresponding to the preparation (which was 
expressed by jv mpoedero Ev avT@ eis oikovonlav K.T.A.). See 
Hartung, Partikel. I. p.132; Klotz, ad Devar. 636 f.; Baeumlein, 
Partik. 152. It has reference to the thing, not to the persons, 
since otherwise it must have run Kat nuels erAnp., as in ver. 13; 
hence the translation of the Vulgate: “in quo etiam nos,” etc., 
and others (including Erasmus, Paraphr., and Rosenmiiller), is 
incorrect. The subject is not the Jewish Christians (Grotius, 
Estius, Wetstein, Rosenmiiller, Meier, Harless, Schenkel, and 
others), because there is no antithesis of mets and wpels, 
ver. 13, but the Christians in general. éxAnpw@Onuev means: we 
were made partakers of the «Anpos (Acts xxvi. 18; Col. i. 12), 
that is, of the possession of the Messianic kingdom, which before 
the Parousia is an ideal possession (ver. 14; Rom. viii. 24), 
and thereafter a real one. The expression itself is to be 
explained in accordance with the ancient theocratic idea of 
the non (Deut. iv. 20, ix. 26, 29), which has been transferred 
from its original Palestinian reference (Matt. v. 5) to the 
kingdom of the Messiah, and thus raised to its higher Chris- 
tian meaning (see on Gal. iii. 18) ; and the passive form of this 
word, which is not met with elsewhere in the N. T., is quite 
like POovobdpuat, S:axovodpar, miorevouaı (see on Gal. iv. 20), 
since we find «xAnpodv tui used (Pind. Ol. viii. 19; Thue. 
vi. 42). Others (Vulgate, Ambrosiaster, Chrysostom, Erasmus, 
Estius, de Wette, and Bleek) have insisted on the significa- © 
tion of being chosen by lot (1 Sam. xiv. 41, 42; Herod. i. 94; 
Polyb. vi. 38.2; Eurip. Jon. 416, al.), and have found as the 
reason for the use of the expression: “ quia in ipsis electis 
nulla est causa, cur eligantur prae aliis” (Estius), in which 
case, however, the conception of the accidental is held as 
excluded by the following mpoopic@. «.7.r. (see Chrysostom 
and Estius); but it may be urged against this view that, 
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according to Paul, it is God’s gracious will alone that deter- 
mines the exAoyn (ver. 5; Rom. ix. 16 ff.), not a Geta rUuxn, 
which would be implied in the exAnp.; comp. Plato, Legg. vi. 
p. 759 C: «Anpodv obtw TH Heia TUxn dmodıdorra. — Tpoopic- 
Oévtes K.T.r.] predestined, namely, to the xAnpos, according to the 
purpose of Him, who worketh all things according to the counsel of 
His will. The words are not to be placed within a parenthesis, 
and ta mavra is not to be limited to what pertains to the 
economy of salvation (Piscator, Grotius), but God is designated 
as the all-working (of whom, consequently, the circumstances 
of the Messianic salvation can least of all be independent). 
Comp. ravepyerns Zeus, Aesch. Ag. 1486. But, as God is the 
all-working, so is His decree the mavrorparopırov Bovdnua, 
Clem. Cor. I. 8.—- As to the distinction between BovAN and 
O&Anpa, comp. on Matt. i. 19. The former is the deliberate 
self-determination, the latter the activity of the will in general. 

Ver. 12. Causa finalis of the predestination to the Messianic 
KAnpos:' in order that we might redound to the praise of His 
glory (actually, by our Messianie «Anpovowia), we who have 
beforehand placed our hope on Christ,—we Jewish-Christians, 
to whom Christ even before His appearing was the object of 
their hope. Only now, namely, from eis 70 eivaı npäs onward, 
does Paul divide the subject of é«Anpad. and mpoopıodevres, 
which embraced the Christians generally, into its two con- 
stituent parts, the Jewish-Christians, whom he characterizes by 
HuaS ... TODS TMponATKOTAas Ev TO Xpiot@, and the Gentile- 
Christians, whose destination to the same final aim—namely, 
eis TO elvas eis Errawvov x.t.».—he dwells on afterwards in vv. 
13, 14 (passing over to them by ev @ kat vueis), and hence ver. 
14 concludes with a repetition of eis &maıvov tis So&ns abrod.” 
— pas] has emphasis, preparing the way for the subsequent 
introduction of cal duels. — ToVS rpondriKotas] quippe qui, ete. 


1 Many others, including Flatt, Meier, Harless, have attached eis +0 sivas to 
axpoopiad. (predestined, to be, ete.); but this is not only not in keeping with the 
analogous eis Zraivoy x.7.2., vv. 6 and 14, but also inappropriate, because xpaopiaé. 
did not yet refer specially to the Jewish-Christians, 

2Thus what Paul dwells on in vv. 11-14 may be summarized thus: “In 
Christ we have really become partakers of the Messianic salvation, to which we 
were predestined by God, in order that we Jewish-Christians, and also you Gentile- 
Christians, should redound to the praise of His glory.” 
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On mpoerrifeyv, to hope before, comp. Poseidippus in Athen. 
ix. p. 377 C. The po does not transfer the hoping into the 
praescientia Dei (Jerome), nor has it a reference to the later 
hoping of the Gentiles (Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Boyd, Estius, 
Bengel, Michaelis, and others), since the hoping of the Gentiles 
is not subsequently expressed ; nor is mponA. equivalent to the 
simple form (Morus, Bretschneider), which is not the case of 
any verb with po; but it applies to the fact that the Jews 
had the Old Testament prophecies, and hence already before 
Christ set their hope upon the Messiah (Rom. iii. 2, ix. 4; 
Acts iii. 25, xxvi. 6 f., 22; xxviii. 20, al.). So, correctly, 
Zöckler takes it, de vi ac notione vocab. eAmis, 1856, p. 32 f. 
But de Wette, who (comp. Riickert, Holzhausen, Matthies, 
Bleek) denies the division — also unnoticed by Chrysostom 
and his successors—into Jewish and Gentile Christians (under- 
standing das, generally, of the Christians, and vues, ver. 13, 
of the readers), takes mpo in mponAm. as: before the Parousia. 
Comp. Theophylact : piv 7) emıotn 0 wéAX@v aidv. But in this 
way the mpo would be without significance, while, as taken by 
us, it is characteristic. It is incorrect, too, that ver. 13 affirms 
nothing peculiar of the Gentile-Christians. As standing in 
contrast to the mponAmıroras eivar of the Jewish-Christians, 
what is said in ver. 13 serves precisely to characterize the 
Gentile-Christians. They, without having entertained that 
previous hope (ii. 12), have heard, believed, etc. — The usual 
construction, suggested of itself by the very sequence of the 
words, has been—after the example of Morus, Koppe, ed. 1, 
Flatt, and Matthies—departed from by Harless, followed by 
Olshausen, inasmuch as he regards eis Eraıvov So&ns adtod as 
an inserted clause [ineisum]: “we who were predestined, etc., to 
be those—to the praise of His glory—who already before hoped 
in Christ. In this way Paul would point to the reason, why 
the xAfjpos had first been assigned to the Jews. But (1) in 
that case éxAnpwd. and rpoopıcd. must already have applied 
specially to the Jewish-Christicns, which no reader could guess 
and Paul, in order to his writing intelligibly, must have indi- 
cated, by putting it in some such way as: Ev @ nuels ExAnpw- 
Onuev, of mpoopıad&vres .. . eis TO elvau... TOUS TponATLKOTAS 
#.T.1. As the passage actually stands, the reader could find the 
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Jewish-Christians designated only at ver. 12, not previously. 
(2) eis &mawov Sofns aurod has, in accordance with the 
context (see ver. 14; comp. also ver. 6), by no means the 
character of an incidental insertion, but the stress of defining 
the ultimate aim, and that not in respect of a pre-Christian 
state, but of the Christian one. This, however, only becomes 
suitably felt, when we read eis TO eivaı Huds eis érawov S0€ns 
aurod together. (3) The predestination of God (mpoopıodevres) 
is in the connection related not to a pre-Christian state, 
such as, according to Harless, the eövas tods TpomAmıroras ev 
t. Xpict@ would be, but to the realization of the Messianic 
blessedness (ver. 5). Comp. Rom. viii. 29; 1 Cor. ii. 7; as 
also Acts iv. 28. Lastly, (4) the objections taken by Harless 
to the usual connection of the words are not tenable. For 
(a) the symmetry of the two corresponding sentences in form 
and thought depends on the fact that in the case of both sec- 
tions, the Jewish and the Gentile Christians, the glorifying of 
God is brought into prominence as the final aim of their attain- 
ing to salvation, and hence ver. 14 also closes with eis &maıvov 
tT. 60&. avtov. (b) The repeated mention of the predestination 
on God’s part to salvation is solemn, not redundant; and the 
less so, inasmuch as- the description of God as ta mavra 
Evepyodvros is added. (c) The objection that we cannot tell 
why the apostle brings in that predestination only with regard 
to the mponAmırores, while yet it manifestly applies also to 
the dxovcaytes, is based on the misunderstanding, according 
to which exAnpw6. and mpoopic#. are already restricted to the 
Jewish-Christians; for the subject of these words is still the 
Christians without distinction, — Jewish and Gentile Chris- 
tians,—-so that the predestination of those and these is asserted. 
It is only at ver. 12 that the division of the subject begins, 
which is continued in 

Ver. 13, so that &v & cai ünels leads over to the second 
constituent element (you Gentile-Christians). — As regards the 
construction, it is regarded by Wolf, Bengel, Morus, and others 
(comp. already Jerome), including Riickert, Matthies, Holz- 
hausen, de Wette, Bleek, Bisping, as anacoluthic; the ev @ of 
the second half of the verse is held to resume the first. In- 
correctly, since in the resumption cal duets would have been 
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essential. As Paul has written the passage («al muotevs.), 
there is added to what has previously been affirmed of the 
Uueis (aKovoavres), a new affirmation ; hence ev @ x. ToT. K.T.A. 
is the continuation, not the resumption of the discourse. The 
verb after ev @ kai üueis is therefore to be supplied; not, 
however, 7A7/kate (Erasmus in his version, Beza, Castalio, 
Calvin, Estius, and others), since in fact the preceding zponA- 
mıxoras— which, besides, was only an appositional constituent 
element of the discourse—would yield rponArikare, which is 
inapplicable to the Gentile-Christians ; nor yet é«Anpwlnre 
(Erasmus, Paraphr.; Piscator, Zanchius, Cornelius a Lapide, 
Boyd, Vorstius, Zachariae, Koppe, and others, including Meier, 
Harless, Olshausen), since é«AnpoOnuev, ver. 11, already em- 
braced the Jewish and Gentile Christians, and with eis To 
elvaı Huds KT.rA a new portion of the development sets 
in. The right course is merely to supply mentally the 
substantive verb, in accordance with the current expression 
ev Xpict@ eivaı, to belong to Christ as the element of life, 
in which one exists. Hence: im whom also ye are. Thus 
Paul paves the way for his transition to the Gentile-Chris- 
tians, in order, after first specifying how it was that they had 
become such (vv. 13, 14), finally to assert of them also the 
eis Emaıvov THs ddEns avTod (ver. 14). —— axovcayTes TOY OY. 
Ths adrnO.| after ye have heard the word (the preaching) of the 
truth ; for after this hearing there set in with them the € 
Xpict@ eivat. The truth xar e£oynyv is the contents of the 
Aoyos. But a contrast to the types and shadows of the O. T. 
(Chrysostom), or to heathen error (Cornelius a Lapide, Baum- 
garten ; Grotius thinks of both), is not implied in the context. 
Comp. Col. i. 5; 2 Tim. ii. 15.— 70 evayy. T. owrnp. Um] 
descriptive apposition to Aoyos Tis aAn0. The genitive here 
also denotes the contents ; that which is made known in the 
gospel is the Messianic salvation. Harless takes both genitives 
as genitives appositionis, inasmuch as the gospel is the truth and 
the owrnpia. The gospel, however, is not the salvation, but 
an exertion of the power of God, which leads to salvation 
(Rom. i. 16; 1 Cor. i. 18); the analogous combinations, too, 
of TO evayy. with a genit. abstract., as TO evayy. THS Xapıros T. 
Ocod (Acts xx. 24), rs eiprjvns (Eph. vi. 15), THs Bacwdelas, 
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are opposed to the assumption of a genit. apposit. Comp. on 
Mark i. 1. Finally, the context also, by akovoavres and 
mıoTevoavres, points not to what the doctrine 7s, but to what 
it proclaims. Comp. Rom. x. 14.— ev 6 kai mioTevoavres 
x.7.r.| A further stage of the setting forth how they became 
what they were, in order to reach its goal eis &raıvov Tis 
d0&ns avtod, ver. 14. Precisely with regard to the Gentile- 
Christians, who had previously been aloof from all theocratic 
connection (no tponAmKoTes Ev TH Xpioro), the apostle feels 
himself impelled not to be content with the simple “in whom 
also ye are, after ye have heard the gospel,’ but specially 
to bring into relief the sealing of the Holy Spirit. — ev &] 
is referred not merely by those who regard it as resumptive 
(see above), but also by many others with Luther (including 
Harless, Meier, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Schenkel), to 
Christ ; but why should we pass over the nearest antecedent ? 
The xaé finds its reference, agreeably to the context, in the 
accession of the faith to the hearing (Rom. x. 14; 1 Cor. 
xv. 1). Hence &v & is to be referred, with Castalio, Calvin, 
Beza, Erasmus Schmid, and others (comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.), 
to TO evayyeXıov, and to be joined, with Castalio, to muotev- 
cavres, not to eobpayicd. (as usually), according to which 
mıorevo. would be superfluous,’ and the periodic flow of the 
discourse would be injuriously affected. Hence: im which ye 
having become believers, were sealed through the Holy Spirit. As 
to motevey év (Mark i. 15), see on Gal. iii. 26. — miorev- 
cavres] is not to be taken, with Harless, as contemporaneous 
with éodpay. (see on vv. 5, 9); but it contains that which was 
prior to the oadbpayıdeodaı. The order of conversion was: 
hearing, faith, baptism, reception of the Spirit. See Acts 


‘If iv& belongs to trppey., we must, in the event of & applying to the Gospel, 
explain : ‘‘by means of which ye also, after ye became believers (or ye, after ye 
also became believers), were sealed.” Comp. Beza. But if « is to apply to 
Christ, the sense would be : “in whom (being) ye also, after ye became believers 
(or: ye, after ye also became believers), were sealed.” How utterly superfluous 
wiorevoavees is in either case, will be at once felt. Harless regards iv # as more 
precisely defined by +@ xveyuars, inasmuch as the Spirit of God is also the Spirit 
of Christ (Rom. viii. 9; 2 Cor. iii. 17; Gal. iv. 6). But even thus wirreveuvrs; 
remains unnecessary, since iv # surely expresses the already existing spiritual 
union with Christ. 


62 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPIIESIANS. 


Wi 3, vil. 12; 1-7, xix 5, 6; Roms via; 4; Tb ieee 
Gal. iii. 2, iv. 6. Certainly even the becoming a believer is 
not the work of human self-determination (see Acts xvi. 14; 
Phil. i. 29; Rom. xii. 3 relates to the measure of faith of the 
baptized) ; yet this divine operation is only preparatory, and the 
effusion of the Spirit, properly so called, ensued only after 
baptism :' hence water and Spirit (John iii. 5). — éogaylo- 
Onre] were sealed, i.e. confirmed, namely, as xAmpovouoı of the 
Messianic kingdom. See what follows. Comp. iv. 30, and 
see on 2 Cor. i. 22; John ii. 33. This sealing is the in- 
dubitable guarantee of the future Messianic salvation received 
in one's own consciousness (Rom. viii. 16) through the Holy 
Spirit, not the attestation before others (worte eivaı Shrov, OTe 
Ocod Eote Aaxos K. KAHpos, Theophylact ; comp. Chrysostom, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Flatt, Holzhausen, and others). An 
allusion has been arbitrarily found in éodpay. to cirewmeision 
(Rom. iv. 11), or to the oriyuara of heathen ceremonies 
(Grotius assumes both: “non extra signati estis in cute, guomodo 
Judaei eircumeisi et Graecorum idolorum punctis notati”), nay, 
even to the adpayis Dianae, with which those initiated into 
her mysteries were marked (Amelius; comp. note on Gal. 
vi. 17). — T® mveiuarı THs EemayyeX.| Dativus instrumentalis, 
and Tis erayy. is genitivus qualitatis, denoting the promise 
as characteristic of the Holy Spirit, for He is, in fact, the 
Spirit promised in the O. T. (Acts ü. 16 ff; Joel i. 1-5; 
Zech. xii. 10; Isa. xxx. 15, xliy. 3; Ezek. zwavL 720 
xxxix. 29. Comp. Luke xxiv. 49; Acts i. 4; Gal. i. 14). 
Others (Calvin, Beza, Castalio, Piscator; and as early as 
Chrysostom and Theophylact, alongside of the former correct 
view): the Spirit, who confirms the promise (of salvation). 
But how wholly imported, since in veöua itself there is 
implied nothing at all of the notion of confirmation! No, 
the Old Testament promise belonged to the Spirit; He is speci- 
fically the Spirit of promise, and by that very fact He became 
for the recipients the sealing of Messianic blessedness. — T® 
ayio] is not added accidentally, nor yet because the sanetifi- 
catio of the Spirit would be the confirmatory element (Pelagius, 

1 As to the single instance of the effusion of the Spirit before baptism, see on 
Acts x. 44. 
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Lombard), for in 76 dyiw there is implied the quality, not 
the effect of the Spirit; but Paul desires to bring out very em- 
phatically and solemnly that, by which the odpayifec@ar has 
been accomplished; hence he says, with corresponding pathos: 
TO mveiuarı TS eTTAayyedias TO ayiw. We may add that 
we are not to think, with Grotius, Estius, and others, of the 
miraculous gifts of the Spirit, since, in fact, the vweis generally 
are the odpayiobévtes, but rather of the outpouring of the 
Spirit, which all! experienced after their baptism (Acts ii. 38 ; 
Gal. iii. 2 ff). See also ver. 14. — According to Schwegler 
in Zellers Jahrb. 1844, p. 385, the wvedua tis émaryyen. 
is to be held as pointing to the later period, to which the 
doctrine of the Paraclete in the (not genuine) Gospel of John 
belongs. But comp. Gal. i. 14. 

Ver. 14. "Os eorıv appaBav tis KXnpovomlas nu.] stands in 
significant relation (as affording more precise information) to 
erbpayioönre: who is earnest of our inheritance ; for in the re- 
ception of the Spirit the recipients have obtained the guarantee 
—as one receives earnest-money as a guarantee of future pay- 
ment in full—that they shall become actually partakers of the 
Messianic blessedness (comp. Rom. viii. 15-17; Gal. iv. 6, 7). 
6s, applying to the mvetpwa, not to Christ, agrees in gender 
with appaBov. See Herm. ad Viger. p. 708; Heindorf, ad 
Phaedr. p. 279 ; Buttm. newt. Gr. p. 241 [E.T. 281]. As to the 
epexegetic relative, see Nägelsb. on Hom. Ilias, ed. 3,p.3. As 
to appaßwv,. see on 2 Cor. i, 22. — eis amoAUTpwaıv Ths TeEpı- 
momoews] unto the redemption, ete., is likewise (comp. also 
iv. 30) the causa finalis of eoppayicOnte «.r.X., consequently 
that, to which the purpose of God was directed, when ye were 
sealed. Comp. ver. 10. Others connect it with 6s eorıv.. 
nov (Estius, Flatt, Rückert, Schenkel, Bleek, «2.), in which 
case eis is taken by some likewise in a telic sense, by others 
as usque ad (the latter at variance with the parallel eis which 
follows). But the more precise definition thus resulting would 
in fact be, after 7. xAnpov. jw. quite self-evident and un- 
necessary.—The dmoAvtpwots is here—in accordance with the 
whole connection, and because the wepımoimaus (see below) is 
the subject which experiences the droAurpwoıs—the final con- 
summation of the redemption effected by the Avrpov of Christ 
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(ver. 7) at the Parousia (Luke xxi. 28), when suffering, sin, 
and death are wholly done away, and in the glorifying (resur- 
rection, or relative transformation) of the body there sets in 
the dofa of the children of God, and the in all all-determining 
dominion of God (1 Cor. xv. 28). See Rom. viii. 18-23; 
1 Cor. xv. 54 ff Comp. Eph. iv. 30. Beza aptly terms this 
final definitive redemption amoAUrpwaorıv EXevBepwaews. — The 
TepiTroinats abrod (for abrod at the end does not apply, as it 
is usually referred, merely to tis S0Ens, but also to THs mepe- 
moino., whereby the latter obtains its definite character, and the 
discourse gains in vividness and energy’) is the acquisition of 
God, 1.e. the people acquired by God for His possession, by which 
is here meant the whole body of Christians, the true people of 
God, acquired by God as His property by means of the 
redeeming work of Christ. Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 9; as also Acts 
xx. 28, where the Christian community is presented as the 
acquisition of Christ (comp. Tit. ii. 14). The expression quite 
corresponds to the Hebrew min nba, by which the people of 
Israel is designated as the sacred peculium Dei, and opposed to 
the Gentiles. See Ex. xix. 5; Deut. vii. 6, xiv. 2, xxvi. 18 f; 
Ps. exxxv. 4 The LXX. too, though usually expressing the 
notion of 73D by epsovevos, translate it, Mal. iii. 17, by 
TepiToinars. Comp. also Isa. xliii. 21 : Aaov pou dv mepıemorm- 
capny CMS) «7... The objection to this view (which is 
followed, after the Peshito and Oecumenius, by Erasmus, 
Calvin, Grotius, and most expositors, including Flatt, Riickert, 
Meier, Harless, Olshausen, de Wette, Bi Crusius, 
Schenkel), that sreperoimous never in itself, without detining 
addition, signifies the people of God (see specially Koppe), 
entirely disappears when we take in the avrod: “unto 
redemption of His acquired possession, unto the praise of His 
glory.” Others, retaining likewise the signification of acquired 
possession, explained it in the neuter sense, like Calovius (comp. 
already Bugenhagen): “ plena fruitio redemtionis haereditatis 
nobis acquisitae.” Comp. Matthies: “unto the redeeming of 
the promised glorious possession.” But how can it be said 
of the salvation acquired for us, that it is redeemed? And 
the plena frwitio is imported. Beza, wrongly denying the 
1 So also Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11. 2, p. 29; and Schenkel. 
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concrete use of wepımoimais, insists upon the abstract notion 
of vindicatio, assertio, and specifies as the meaning: “ dum in 
liberationem vindicemur.” But this would need to be expressed 
by eis mepımoinow Ths dmoAvrpwoews (comp. 1 Thess. v. 9; 
2 Thess. ii. 14). The word is also taken in the abstract 
sense by those who understand it as preservation, conservatio 
(eb 2439 ;»2: Chron. xiv.) 13% Deshi X: Pair. op: 633; 
Plat. Defin. p. 415 C; Wetst. II. p. 424), like Bengel, Bos 
(“ redemtio, quae salutem et conservationem affert”), Bret- 
schneider (“redemtio, qua vitae aeternae servamur”), Holz- 
hausen (who, following Homberg, arbitrarily assumes azron. 
THs mepım. to stand for azror. Kai mepım.). But against these 
explanations it may be decisively urged that in the case of 
meprmoimoıs the thought: unto everlasting life, or the like, 
is added arbitrarily, and that the assumed genitive relation 
does not arise out of the notion of amoAvTpwors, according to 
which the genitive is either the subject, which is redeemed 
(Luke xxi. 28; Rom. viii. 23), or expresses that, from which 
one becomes free (Heb. ix. 15; Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 178). 
To the erroneous attempts at explanation belongs also that 
(Vatablus, Koppe) which takes ris repımonoews for Thy epı- 
momdeicav, the redemption acquired for us, or (so Bleek) the 
redemption, which is to become our possession.’ — eis Emraıvov 
THs Öo&ns avTod] a climactic parallel to what goes before, con- 
taining as it does the final aim of God in the sealing with the 
Holy Spirit. And thus has Paul accordingly reached what he 
had in view in the joining on of €v & kai üueis, ver. 13, namely, 
the assigning to the Gentile-Christians the same ultimate 
destination, which he has in ver. 12 predicated of the Jewish- 
Christians. — The reference of aurod to God, as in vv. 12, 6 
(not, with Estius and Hofmann, to Christ), flows from ésdpay., 
which is God’s act. See van Hengel, Annot. p. 198 ff. The 
glory of God is the final aim of the whole unfolding of salvation, 

Ver. 15.” Only now, after the general ascription of praise 
to God for the Christian economy of salvation, which had 
since ver. 3 flowed forth from him in an enraptured stream, 


1 This sense, too, would in fact have needed to be expressed by eis wrepiraincw 
Tis aToAVTPYEwS. 
® On vv. 15-19, see Winzer, Commentat., Lips. 1836. 
MryreER—EPu. E 


66 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


does Paul reach that, with which he is wont on other occasions 
at once to begin—the thanksgiving to God for the Christian 
position of the readers, and intercession for them. — dia Todro] 
has reference to vv. 13, 14: because this is the case, that ye too 
are in Christ and have been sealed with the Holy Spirit, ete. 
See already Theophylact. There is no reason for going farther 
back and referring it to the whole preceding development 
from ver. 3 onward (Harless, Winzer, Schenkel, and others, 
following Oecumenius), since thanksgiving and intercession 
have reference to the readers, and it is only ver. 13 that has 
led over to the latter. — xayo] I also ; for Paul knows that 
by his exercise of prayer, ver. 16, he is co-operating with the 
readers. Comp. on Col. i. 9.—dxovcas] does not serve to 
prove that the Epistle could not have been written to the 
Ephesians, or not to them alone (see Introd. § 1); Grotius in 
fact has already aptly remarked : “ Loquitur autem apostolus de 
profectu evangelii apud Ephesios, ex quo ipse ab illis discesserat.” 
Comp. Winzer, p. 5; Wiggers in the Stud. uw. Krit. 1841, 
p. 430 f.; Wieseler, p. 445; and already Theodoret 7 loe. 
No doubt Olshausen (comp. Bleek) maintains that Paul so 
expresses himself as to make it apparent that with a great 
proportion of his readers he was not personally acquainted, 
appealing to Col. i. 4. But may he not here, as at Philem. 5, 
have heard respecting those who were known to him, what 
at Col. i. 4 he has heard respecting those who were previously 
unknown to him ? — rnv cal? tas wiativ] fidem, quae ad vos 
pertinet, i.e. vestram fidem. Comp. Acts xvii. 28, xvii. 15, 
xxvi 3. Thue. vi. 16.5 (16 nat’ adtovs Bio); Ael. V. H. 
ii. 12 () Kar’ avtov apern). The difference between 7 xad’ 
buds tiotis and 9 mioris buav lies only in the form of con- 
ception, not in the thing itself. Yet the mode of expression, 
not occurring elsewhere in the letters of the apostle, belongs 
to the peculiar phenomena of our Epistle. The assertion of 
Harless, that it denotes the faith of the readers objectively, 
as in itself a thing to be found among them, while % mierıs 
vuav denotes it subjectively, according to its individual 
character in each one (comp. Matthies and Schenkel), is the 
less capable of proof, in proportion to the prevalent use among 
the later Greeks of the periphrasis of the genitival relation by 
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kata, See Valckenaer, ad Luc. p. 4 f.; Schaefer, ad Long. 
p. 330; Wesseling, ad Diod. Sic. xiv. 12.— ev 7@ Kupie] 
belonging to riorıv (fidem vestram in Christo repositam), and 
blended without any connecting article into unity of idea with 
it. See on Gal. iii. 26. Winzer connects it with dpas: 
“ fidem, quae vobis, Domino Jesu veluti insitis, . . . nest ;” but 
this is forbidden by the order of the words. — cal nv ayam. 
nv eis mavras «.T.\.] Here, too, Paul might have left out 
the second article, so that the sense would be: kal TO dyarnv 
buds éyew eis mavras (comp. Col. i. 4), as at 2 Cor. vil. 7: 
Tov upav Enrov virép euod. But he has first thought of the 
notion of love in itself, and then added thereto, as a special 
important element, the thought, rnv eis mavras T. ay. — mavras 
“ character Christianismi,” Bengel. Comp. vi. 18; Philem. 5. 
We may add Chrysostom’s apt remark: mavraxod avvarrreı Kal 
GUYKOANG THY miorıv Kal THY ayanınv Oavnaornv Twa Evvo- 
pioa. Comp. Gal. v. 6; 1 Cor. xiii. 

Ver. 16. Od wavopas| a popular form of hyperbole. My 
thanksgiving—so full and urgent is it—can find no end. 
Comp. 1 Thess.i. 2; Luke ii. 37; Herod. vii. 107: rodrov 6é 
aivéwy ovK EMAVETO. — evyapioTov Umep tuav] to give thanks 
on your account. On the participle, see Herm. ad Viger. p. 771; 
Bernhardy, p. 477; and on w7ép (super vobis), comp. v. 20; 
Rom. i. 8, Elz.; 1 Tim. ii. 1.— pvetav covovpevos Em tov 
mpocevy. zov] accompanying definition to evxapıorwv: while 
I make mention in my prayers. Comp. Rom. i. 9; 1 Thess. 
i. 2; Phil. i. 3; Philem. 4. What Paul makes mention of 
is learned from the context, which furnishes not merely vpuav 
(Elz.; see the critical remarks), but a more precise definition, 
namely: of what he has heard concerning the faith and love 
of the readers, and for which he gives thanks on their account. 
This uvelav movovpevos K.T.A., however, is not superfluous, and 
after evyap. v7ép vy. self-evident; but it serves, through the 
close joining on to it of the following wa «.r.A. (after ver. 16 
only a comma is to be placed), as a means of leading over 
from the thanksgiving to the intercession connected with it, 
and is thereby accounted for. — emi] of the prevailing relations 
and circumstances, in or under which anything takes place. 
See on Rom. i. 10. 
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Ver. 17."Iva 6 ©eös «.r.A.] contains the design cherished by 
Paul in the uvelav . . . mpooevy. wou: in order that God might 
give you, etc. In this expressed design is implied the inter- 
cessory tenor of the uvelav moıeiodaı ; hence iva is not here to 
be deprived of its notion of design, nor is it to be explained 
(Harless; comp. Rückert, Olshausen, Winer, and others) by 
supplying before it the conception of “ praying.” The apostle 
would say that what he has heard of their faith, ete., induces 
him to unceasing thanksgiving on their behalf, while he makes 
mention of it in his prayers to the end that God might give them, 
etc. The telic örws, Philem. 6, stands in another connection 
than the fa in our passage. See on Philem./.c. The optative 
déy (on this form of later Greek instead of doin, see Butt- 
mann, I. p. 507; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 346) is used, because 
the design is thought of as subjective conception and expectation, 
the realization of which is dependent entirely upon the will 
of God, and consequently belongs only to the category of 
what is wished and possible. On iva with an optative * after 
the present or future, see, generally, Hermann, ad Soph. El. 
57; ad Aj. 1217; Reisig, ad Oed. Ch. p. 168 ff.; Bernhardy, 
p. 407; and especially Klotz, ad Devar. p. 622 ff. — 0 ©eös 
tod kuplov nu. I. X.] for God has sent Christ—who, having 
before all time proceeded from His essential nature (Col. 1. 15), 
was the creative organ of the Father—forth in the fulness of 
the time in pursuance of His decree, to which the Son was 
obedient (Phil. ii. 8), has given Him up to death, raised and 
exalted Him, and is continually the Head of Christ (1 Cor. 
xi. 3), who even as avvOpovos of the Father is subordinate to 
the Father (Rom. viii. 34), and finally will give back to God 
the dominion which God has given to Him (1 Cor. xv. 27, 28). 
In the consciousness of His relation of dependence on God, 
Christ Himself calls the Father ©eös wou, John xx. 17; Matt. 
xxvii. 46. Comp. Col. ii, 2, Lachm. The opinion extorted in 
the anti-Arian interest from the Fathers (see Suicer, 7’kes. I. 


1 Lachmann and Rückert (as also Fritzsche, ad Rom. III. p. 230) write an 
with an iota subseriptum under 2, so that it would thus be the Ionie subjunctive 
(Od. xii. 216). But often as the aorist subjunctive of dens occurs in the 
N. T., this Homeric form never presents itself. The form 3# in B is a manifest 
emendation. 
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p. 944), that 6 ©eos Tod Kup. applies to Christ’s human nature, 
and 6 matnp ths d0€ys to the divine (do&av yap rıyv Oclav pvow 
o@vouacev ! Theodoret and Oecumenius; comp. even Bengel and 
Bisping), is to be mentioned only as matter of history, as are 
also the forced construction, to which Menochius and Vatablus 
were induced by a like prejudice to resort, that @eos and Tis 
d0&ns are to be taken together (tod Kxupiov... marnp being 
inserted), and the at least more skilful turn of Estius: “ Deus, 
qui est Domini nostri Jesu Christi pater gloriosus.” — 0 rarnp 
Ths S0&ns] the Father (namely, of Christians) to whom the glory 
(the majesty «at é£oy7v) belongs. See on Acts vii. 2, and 
1 Cor. ii. 8. The resolution into an adjective pater gloriosus 
(Beza, Calvin, Estius, Michaelis, and others) is in itself arbi- 
trary, does not exhaust the eminent sense of » Sofa, and fails 
to perceive the oratorieal foree (Hermann, ad Viger. p. 887) 
of the substantival designation. Others take arnp in the 
derived sense of auctor (Erasm. Paraphr.; Bucer, Cornelius 
a Lapide, Grotius, Wolf, and others, including Holzhausen and 
Olshausen), so that God is designated as He, from whom the 
glory of the Christians (according to Grotius: of Christ and 
the Christians) proceeds. Certainly the idea of auctor may be 
expressed, specially in the more elevated style, by rarnp (Job 
XXXviil. 28; Jas.i. 17, where the dara are personified ; Pind. 
Pyth. iv. 313, where Orpheus is called dowdy marnp; and see 
Ast, Lex Plat. II. p. 66; Jacobs, ad Ach. Tat. p. 392 f.; John 
vill. 44 is not here applicable); but as this is nowhere else 
done by Paul, so here he has no reason for resorting to such 
an usage, to which besides the analogous expressions, ©eös Tis 
dofns (Ps. xxix. 3; Acts vii. 2), Baoireds tis dofns (Ps. 
xxiv. 7), cUpsos TAS So&ns (1 Cor. ii. 8), XepovBip doEns (Heb. 
ix. 5), are opposed. We may add, that the description of God 
by 6 @eds . . . öo&ns stands in appropriate relation to the design 
of the intercession; for of the God of Christ and Father of 
glory it is to be expected that He will do that, which the 
cause of Christ demands, and which serves to the manifesta- 
tion of His own glory. Oecumenius rightly remarks: kat 
Tpos TO mpokeinevov dvouater Tov Oeov. — mveüua codias K. 
amoxanvy.| The Holy Spirit, too (for it is not the human 
spirit that is here meant, as Michaelis, Riickert, de Wette, 
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Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleek would take it'), Paul is wont to 
characterize mpos To mpoxeinevov, Rom. vill. 2, 15; 2 Cor. 
iv. 13; Gal. vi. 1. Comp. 2 Tim. i. 7. Here: the Spirit 
who works wisdom and gives revelation (1 Cor. ü. 10). The 
latter is a greater result of the work of the Spirit, in 
accordance with which He not only by His enlightening 
operation furnishes wisdom (yvacıs deiwv Kk. avOpwriver 
Tpaypatov Kat Tov TovTwy aitiwv, 4 Macc. i. 16; con- 
ceived of, however, by Paul in reference to the Christian 
economy of salvation, comp. ver. 8), but further, as the organ of 
God, effects also special revelations of divine saving truths 
and purposes not otherwise known. Harless regards x. azro- 
Kan. as the objective medium, which brought about the state of 
codia, so that the character of the copia is more precisely 
defined by x. adroxad. But in passages like Rom. i. 5, xapıv 
kK. dmooToAmv, Xi. 29, Ta xaplonara K. 1) KAncıs TOD Oeod, 
the discourse advances from the general to the special, not 
from the thing itself to its objective medium. Logically 
more natural, besides, would be the advance from the objec- 
tive medium to the subjective state, according to which Paul 
would have written: arokaAunrews xai codpias. Finally, the 
climactic relation, which is brought out in the two words 
under our view, makes the wish of the apostle appear more 
fervid and full, and so more in keeping with his mood. It 
is obvious of itself, we may add, that Paul here desires for his 
readers, to whom in fact the Spirit has been already given 
from the time of their conversion (ver. 13), a continued 


1 Rückert: ‘God grant you a heart wise and open for His revelations ;” 
de Wette: ‘‘the quality of mind which consists in wisdom (mediate knowledge) 
and revelation (susceptibility for the immediate knowledge of divine truth).” 
According to Schenkel, it is the spirit wrought in the regenerate by the Holy 
Spirit. All this is opposed to the N. T. use of zvsdue with the genitivus abstracti. 
And nowhere in the N. T., where the being given is predicated of the rveiuza, is 
it anything else than the objective z»., whether it be divine or demoniacal (Luke 
xi. 13; John iii. 34; Acts viii. 18, xv. 8; 1 Thess. iv. 8; 2 Tim. i. 7; 1 John 
iii. 24; Rom. v. 5, xi. 8). The presence or absence of the article with rv:due 
makes no difference ; see on Gal. v. 16. As to the singular expression va 
äyınalvns, used of the Spirit of Christ, in Rom. i. 4, see on that passage. 

2 But not, as Olshausen (comp. Grotius) maintains, the xépicue of prophecy, 
of which the more detailed exposition, ver. 18 ff., shows no trace. And Paul, in 
fact, is praying for all his readers. See, however, 1 Cor. xii. 29. 
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bestowal of the same for their ever increasing Christian en- 
lightenment. Comp. Col.i. 9. Baur, p. 437, conjectures here 
something of a Montanistic element. But it was not by the 
Montanists that the wvedua was first regarded as the principle 
of Christian wisdom, ete.; it is so already in the teaching of the 
whole N. T. — ev emiyvoaeı avtov] That avtod does not apply 
to Christ (Beza, Calvin, Calovius, Baumgarten, Flatt), but to 
God (although we have not to write avtod), is clear from the 
avrod of vv. 18, 19; it is only at ver. 20 that the discourse 
passes over to Christ. Nor is ev ewiyv. avtov, with Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, Zachariae, Koppe (with hesitation), Lach- 
mann, Olshausen (who was forced to this by his explaining 
mTvedpa cop. x. amorax. in the sense of extraordinary charis- 
mata), to be attached to what follows, whereby the parallelism 
(veda cod. k. amor. is parallel with wear. 7. 060. T. kapß. 
un. and Ev Eriyv. aut. with eis To eiöevas K.T.X.) would without 
reason be destroyed (see Harless) ; but it denotes the sphere of 
mental activity, in which they, already at work therein (and that 
likewise through the Spirit, ver. 13), are to receive the spirit of 
wisdom and revelation. Comp. 2 Pet. i. 2. Erroneously €v 
is taken for eis (Luther, Castalio, Piscator, Cornelius a Lapide, 
Wolf, Bengel, Moldenhauer, Rosenmüller, and others), or as 
per (Erasmus, Calovius, and others), which latter would repre- 
sent the knowledge of God as bringing about the communica- 
tion of the Spirit, and so invert the state of the case. No 
doubt Calovius remarks: “ quo quis magis agnoscit Christum, 
eo sapientior fit et revelationem divini verbi magis intelligit ;” 
but the question is one, not of an agnztio, but of a cognitio, and 
not of understanding the revelation of the word, but of a reve- 
lation to be received through the agency of the Holy Spirit. — 
In eriyvocıs observe the force of the compound, which implies 
an exact and penetrating yvacıs, as is very evident especially 
from 1 Cor. xiii. 12, and is wrongly denied by Olshausen.' 
Comp. Col. i. 9. 


! Olshausen appeals to the fact that, just where the most exalted form of 
knowledge—the charismatic—is spoken of, the word employed is not triyvarıs, 
but yvarıs, 1 Cor. xii. 8, xiii. 8. Tvaoiz, however, in the charismatic sense was 
the name—as it were, the terminus technicus for the thing—which as such was 
meant to denote the essence, not the degree, 
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Ver. 18. Iledwriouevovs tobs d¢@arpors x.7.r.] is usually 
(as also by Riickert, Matthies, Meier, Holzhausen, Harless, 
Winzer, Olshausen, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Schenkel, 
Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 272 [E. T. 317]) taken as appositional, 
and made dependent on 8@n üwiv; in which case it has been 
rightly observed that the translation should not be, with 
Luther: enlightened eyes, but, on account of the article: He may 
give to you the eyes enlightened, etc. But (1) in general an 
enlightened understanding is not proper to be set forth as in 
apposition to the Holy Spirit, but rather as the effect of the 
same. (2) The conception that God gives to them their eyes 
(which as such they already have) in the condition of enlighten- 
ment, as mebwriouevovs, remains in any case an awkward 
one; inasmuch as we should have to transform the giving, 
which was still a proper and actual giving in ver. 17, zeug- 
matically into the notion of making at ver. 18 (Flatt, following 
Heinsius, quite arbitrarily supplies eévaz), in order to remove 
the incongruity caused by the presence of the article. Bengel, 
with his fine insight, aptly remarks: “ Quodsi 6p@arpots esset 
sine articulo, posset in sensu abstracto sumi (enlightened eyes) 
et cum det construi.” Hence, with Beza, Bengel, Koppe, 
Bleek, redwriou. is to be taken as the so-called accusative 
absolute, such as, from a mingling in the conception of two 
sorts of construction, is to be met with often also in classical 
writers—and that without repeating the subject (tuas) in the 
accusative (in opposition to Buttmann)—instead of another 
case which would be required in strict accordance with the con- 
struction, particularly instead of the dative (Üreori wot Opacos 
aéuTvovev KAVovoav dpriws dvepdtwv, Soph. Hl. 479 f.; 
Plat. Lach. p. 186 D; Thue. v. 79. 1); and thus Beza’s pro- 
posal to read wedwticpévors was entirely uncalled for. Comp. 
Acts xxvi. 3. See, generally, Brunck, ad Soph. l.e. ; Jacobs, ad 
Athen. p. 97; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 176 D, and ad 
ep. pp. 386 B, 500 C, 586 E; Kühner and Krüger, ad Xen. 
Anab. i. 2. 1; Niigelsb. on Iliad, ed. 3, p. 181. Accordingly, 
mepotiop. relates to viv, and Tovs 060. is the accusative of 
more precise definition: enlightened in respect of the eyes of your 
heart, i.e. so that ye are then enlightened, ete., with which is 
expressed the result of the communication of the Spirit 
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prayed for (1 Thess. iii. 13; Phil. iii. 21; Hermann, ad Viger, 
p. 897 £.; Pflugk, ad Eur. Hee. 690). — roVs ofOarp. THs 
kapd. vp.| figurative designation of the understanding (Plat. 
Pol. vii. p. 533 D: 70 THs Yyuxjs Gupa, Soph. p. 254 A; comp. 
Ovid. Met. xv. 64, and see Grotius and Wetstein), which is 
enlightened, when man discerns the divine truth. The opposite: 
tom. i. 21, x1. 8, 10. The reference of the enlightenment to 
knowledge is necessarily given by 6f@admods, and should not 
have been regarded as one-sided (in opposition to Harless) ; 
and the power of the new life is not here included under the 
mebwriou., Since it is not the heart in general, but the eyes of 
the heart that are set forth as enlightened, consequently the 
organ of cognition. Comp. Clem. ad Cor. i. 19: eußA&rronev 
Tots dupace THs puyis eis TO pwaxpoOvpoy avTod BovAnua ; 
and i. 36: nve@yOncav ajpav of o¢farpot ths Kapdias. — 
kapdia] does not merely denote, according to the popular 
biblical usage, the faculty of emotion and desire (Olshausen, 
Opusc. p. 159; Stirm in the Tüb. Zeitschr. 1834, 3, p. 53), but 
is the concrete expression for the central seat of the psychico- 
pneumatic personality, consequently embracing together all the 
agencies (thinking, willing, feeling) in the exercise of which 
man has the consciousness of his personal inward experience ; 
in which case the context must suggest what side of the self- 
conscious inner activity of life (here, the cognitive) is in 
particular to be thought of. .Comp. Rom.i. 21; 2 Cor. iv. 6; 
Heb. iv. 12; Phil. iv. 7; 2 Pet.i. 19; and see, on the activity 
of the heart in thinking and cognition, Delitzsch, Psychol. 
p. 248 f., as also Krumm, de notionib. psychol. Paul. p. 50." — 
eis TO eidevas mas] aim of medwrion. K.7.r.: in order that ye 


' The observation of the latter, that the cognitive activity of the heart is based 
on internal experience (which, however, holds good not only as to St. Paul, but 
also elsewhere in the N. T.), is not refuted by the rejoinder of Delitzsch, p. 177. 
In this very passage (comp. iii. 18) the cognition is not merely discursive, but 
the experience, in which it has its root, is that of the divine communication 
of the Spirit and enlightenment. Analogous is the case with 2 Cor. iv. 6. As 
to Phil. iv. 7, see on that passage. The heart, as the seat of self-consciousness 
and of the conscience, is the receptacle of experience and elaborates it. Comp. 
Beck, bibl. Seelenl. p. 67. If it does not admit the experience, or does not 
elaborate it unto saving knowledge, it is closed (Acts xiv. 16), hardened (Eph. 
iv. 18), slothful (Luke xxiv. 25), covered as with a veil (2 Cor. iii. 15), void of 
understanding, ete. See also Oehler in Herzog’s Encykl. VI. p. 17. 
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may know what (quanta) is the hope of His calling, i.e. what a 
great and glorious hope is given to the man, whom God has 
called to the kingdom of the Messiah, by means of that calling 
(THs KAne. is genitive of the efficient cause). eAis, accord- 
ingly, is not here, any more than elsewhere (Rom. vii. 24; 
Gal. v. 5; Col. i. 5, al.), res sperata, as the majority, including 
Meier and Olshausen, take it. Observe also here the three 
main elements in the subjective state of Christians: faith, and 
love, and hope (vv. 15, 18); in presence of faith and love the 
enlightenment by the Holy Spirit is to make the glory of 
hope more and more known; for the wodirevwa of Christians 
is in heaven (Phil. iii. 20), whither their whole thoughts and 
efforts are directed. Faith, with the love which accompanies 
it, remains the centre of Christianity ; but hope withal en- 
courages and animates by holding before them the constant 
object of their aim. Comp. Rom. v. 2, vill. 18 ff; 1 Cor. 
ix. 24. ; 2°Cor. iv. 17, xi. 121% Gal. vi. 95 Phil nee 
Col. i. 23, iii. 1 ff This in opposition to Weiss, who here 
finds hope brought into prominence, “quite after the Petrine 
manner,” as the centre of Christianity (Petrin. Lehrbegr. p. 427). 
— Kal tis 6 TAODTOS x.T.r.] this is now the object of the hope. 
The repetition of tis, as well as the «ai Tis... at ri, has 
rhetorical emphasis (comp. Rom. xi. 34 f.); and, in 6 mAovros Tis 
Sons THs KAmpovonias avTov, what a copious and grand accumu- 
lation, mirroring, as it were, the weightiness of the thing itself! 
which is not to be weakened by adjectival resolution of the 
genitives. Comp. Col. i. 27; 2 Cor. iv. 17. d0€a, glory, is the 
essential characteristic of the Messianic salvation to be received 
from God as an inheritance at the Parousia (Rom. viii. 17) ; 
and how great the rich fulness of this glory is, the readers are 
called to realize. ev tots ayloıs does not mean: in the 
Holiest of all (Heb. ix. 12), as Homberg and Calovius con- 
jectured, for this is not suggested by the context; but: among 
the saints (Num. xviii. 23 ; Job xlii. 15; Acts xx. 32, xxvi. 18); 
for the community of believers (these are the a@yvou, i. 1, 4), 
inasmuch as they are to be the subjects of the Messianic bliss, 
is the sphere, outside of which this mAodros «.r.A. will not be 
found. Comp. 6 xAnpos Tay aylwv, Col. i. 12. It is connected 
with the eori to be mentally supplied after ris, so that we 
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have to translate, as is required by the article before mAovros: 
what, i.e. how great and exceeding, is the riches, etc., among the 
saints. Harless objects that Paul must have written o év Tois 
ayloıs, and that ev tots ayioıs receives unduly the main stress. 
But the construction tis éotiv 6 MAoDTos Ev Tols ayloıs is in 
fact logically quite correct, and Ev Tois ayioıs would have of 
necessity the main emphasis only if it stood after ris. Usually 
(as by Riickert, Harless, Winzer, Olshausen, but not by Koppe 
and de Wette) Ev tots ayloıs is regarded as an appendage to 
THs KAmpovou. avtov: “the inheritance given by God among 
the saints,” in connection with which Riickert, quite at variance 
with N. T. usage, explains of äyıoı of the “ collective body 
of morally good beings in the other world.” But since 7 
KAnpovowia Ocod is completely and formally defined by this 
very Oeod (avTod), and does not first receive its completeness 
by means of ev rois ayloıs (see, on the contrary, Rom. viii. 17 ; 
Gal. iv. 7), this more precisely defining addition must have 
been attached by means of 77s, and passages like Rom. ix. 3; 
1 Tim. vi. 17; 1 Cor. x. 18; 2 Cor. vii. 7 (see Fritzsche, ad 
Rom. I. p. 195 f.), are not analogous. If avrod were not in 
the text, ev tots ayloıs might be the definition of the «An- 
povowia here meant, and blended with THs «Anpovowlas so as 
to form one idea. We may add, that Harless wrongly refers 
the riches of the glory, etc., preponderantly to the present 
earthly Bactkela tov Ocov. Comp. de Wette. It is only the 
Future kingdom of God, to be set up at the Parousia, that is 
the object of the «Anpovowia (1 Cor. vi. 9, xv. 50; Gal. v. 21; 
Eph. v. 5; Matt. xxv. 34); and here in particular the context 
(eis, ver. 18; éyelpas «.7.r., ver. 20) still points to the 
Future glory, which Paul realizes as already present. 

Ver. 19 ff. After the object of the hope, there is now set 
forth also that by which it is realized, namely, the infinite 
power of God shown in the resurrection, ete., of Christ: and 
what (quanta) is the exceeding (surpassing all measure) great- 
ness of His power in relation to us who believe. The construction 
is as in the preceding portion, and consequently such, that eis 
Has Tovs io. attaches itself not to THs Övvau. avrod (Meier, 
Harless, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleek, after many 
older expositors ; comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 4), but to the eari to be 
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mentally supplied after r.— From the context preceding 
(eAmis «KAnpovouias) and following (ver. 20 f.) it is clear that 
Paul is not here speaking of the power of God already in the 
earthly life manifesting itself as regards believers in their 
inward experience (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Photius, Theophy- 
lact, Erasmus, and others, including Flatt, Matthies, Riickert, 
Meier, Harless), not even of this as ineluded (Schenkel), but 
only of the power to be shown as regards believers in future 
at the Parousia, where this mighty working displayed in 
Christ’s resurrection, exaltation, and appointment as Head of 
the church, must necessarily, in virtue of their fellowship with 
Christ, redound to the fulfilment of the hope, to the do£a rns 
KAnpovontas (see vv. 20-23). Hence Paul continues: cata 
Thy évépyevav x.T.r.] This is indeed connected by many with 
Tovs mıoTevovras (see Erasmus, Calovius, Rosenmüller, Flatt, 
tückert, Matthies, and others), in which case the muoreveuw 
appeared as consequence of the évépyesa «.T.A., as Epyov Ocoo— 
a view, which was helped among the older expositors (see, 
especially, Calovius) by the interest of opposition to Pelagian 
and Socinian opinions ; but in this way the whole course of 
thought is deranged, and the simple and solemn exposition 
in ver. 20 is made subservient to an expression quite im- 
material, which Paul might equally well have omitted (tods 
mıoTevovras). It is not the design, according to the connection, 
to prove the origin of faith. Chrysostom, Calvin, Calixtus, 
Estius, Grotius, and others, including Meier and Winzer, have 
found in cata nv évépy. «.r.X. an amplification (de Wette: the 
real ground; comp. also Bleek) of To tepB. weyedos K.T.A. 
But in this way all that follows would only be destined to hold 
the disproportionate place of a deseription, and would be isolated 
from eis TO eiöevaı buds, which yet was the definite basis of 
the discourse hitherto; and this isolation there is no reason 
to assume. Hence we have to take kata T. évépy. K.T.A. as 
the ground of knowledge of the preceding point. What is the 
exceeding greatness of the divine power towards believers, 
the readers are to know in virtue of the operation, etc.; in 
accordance with this operation they were to measure that 
exceeding greatness. Harless refers it not merely to the pre- 
ceding point, but to all the three points adduced after eis 70 
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eldévat twas. But, as the evepyeıa tod kparovs tis iayvos 
corresponds simply to the notion of the dvvayis, we are not 
entitled to refer farther back than to the point, in which the 
Övvauıs was spoken of.— tiv Evepy. Tod Kpat. THs taxvos 
avtov] a touching accumulation of terms, presenting the matter 
in genetic form; for icyds is strength in itself as inward 
power, as vis or virtus (Mark xii. 30; 2 Pet. ii. 11), «paros, 
might expressing itself in overcoming resistance, in ruling, 
ete. (Luke i. 51; Acts xix. 20; Eph. vi. 10; Col. i.11.; Heb. 
ii. 14; Dan. iv. 27; Isa. xl. 26), and évépyeva, the efficacious 
working, the active exertion of power. For similar combinations 
of words having a kindred sense, see Lobeck, Paralip. I. 
p. 534f. Comp. Soph. Philoct. 590: mpos taxvos Kpartos. 
Job xxi. 23 (LXX.). The Vulgate aptly renders : “ secundum 
operationem potentiae virtutis ejus, and Bengel remarks: “ t. 
evépyerav, haec actus est ; Tov kpdrovs, hoc in actw est.” 

Ver. 20.”Hv] namely, evepyeıav,; see Winer, p. 205 
[E. T. 273]. — &v 7 Xpioro] in the case of Christ. — éyeipas] 
aorist participle, contemporaneous with the act of the verb, 
like yvopicas, ver. 9.'— Kai Eradıcev] deviation from the 
participial construction after «al. See Hermann, ad Soph. El. 
p. 153, and note on Col. i. 6; Buttm. newt. Gr. p. 327 f. 
[E. T. 382]. — Ev trois érroupav.] in the heaven (see on ver. 3), 
is not to be transformed into the vague conception of a status 
coelestis, of a higher relation to the world, and the lke 
(Calovius, Harless, Hofmann, and others), but to be left as a 
specification of place. For Christ is with glorified body, as 
avvOpovos of the Father on the seat where the Divine Majesty 
is enthroned (see on Matt. vi. 9), exalted above the heavenly 
angels (ver. 21), in heaven (Phil. iii. 20 f.); so Stephen 
beheld Him (Acts vii. 55), and the seer of the Apocalypse 
(Rev. v., al); and from thence, surrounded by the angels, He 
will return, even as He has bodily ascended thither (1 Thess. 
iva > Acts ti: Wiis 321, Peten 21%. ;\ Matt. xxiv./30) 
xxv. 31); hence also those who arise and are changed at the 


! In connection with this, observe the interchange of the perfect (2vipynxe», 
see the critical remarks) and the aorist (2yeipus): which (working) He has 
wrought (concluded action, regarded from the standpoint of the writer), when 
He raised, etc. 
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Parousia, are caught up eis dépa, to meet the Lord coming 
from heaven (1 Thess. iv. 17). Up to that time He inter- 
cedes for us at the right hand of the Father (Rom. viii. 34), 
The true commentary on éxa@icev ev SeEd abtod Ev Tois 
éroup. is accordingly, Mark xvi. 19: dved7hOn eis Tov ovpavov 
kai exabicev Er SeEav Tod Oeod. And our passage itself, 
ver. 20 ff. (comp. iv. 10), is the commentary on 6 Ocds aurov 
tTeptwce K.T.X., Phil. ii. 9. 

Ver. 21 is no parenthesis, since neither the construction nor 
the logical progress of the thought is interrupted. — vrepavo 
expresses not the infinite exaltedness (the Greek Fathers, Beza, 
Estius), nor yet the dominion over (Bengel), although the latter 
is implied in the nature of the case, but simply: up above 
(Heb. ix..5;; Ezek. i. 26, vii. 2/; Deut. xxvii. 1;’Cank ss 
puer, 37; Tobs i. 3; Ael V. Z. ix. 7; Polyh. 212405 
The opposite is vroxdrw, Mark vi. 11; Heb. ii. 8. — raons 
apxs . . . Kupiörmros is neither to be understood, with 
Schoettgen, of the Jewish hierarchs, nor, with van Til (in Wolf), 
of the various grades of Gentile rulers, nor, with Morus, of 
human powers in general, nor, with Erasmus, Vorstius, Wolf, 
Zachariae, Rosenmüller, Flatt, Olshausen, and others, of quod- 
cumque gloriae et dignitatis genus (comp. 1 Cor. xv, 24); but, 
as is shown by the immediate context (exadıcev .. . Ev Tois 
errovpav.) and the analogous passages, iii. 10, Col. 1. 16, 
Rom. vii. 38 (comp. also 1 Pet. iii. 22), of the angels, who 
are designated according to their classes of rank (abstracta pro 
concretis), and, in fact, of the good angels, since the apostle is 
not here speaking (as in 1 Cor. xv. 24) of the victory of 
Christ over opposing powers, but of His exaltation above the 
existing powers in heaven. See, moreover, on Rom. vill. 38. 
In opposition to Hofmann, who (Schriftbew. I. p. 347) would 
find in the different designations not any order of rank, but 
only various relations to God and the world, see Hahn, Theol. 
d.N. T. I. p. 291 ff. Comp. also Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 558 f. 
Christ Himself already, Matt. xviii. 10, assumes a diversity of 
rank among the angels; it is thus the more arbitrary, that 
expressions evidently in stated use, which in the case of 
two apostles aud then in the Zest. XII. Patr. correspond to 
this idea (even apart from the Jewish doctrine of classes of 
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angels) should not be referred to it. More precise informa- 
tion, however, as to the relations and functions of the different 
grades of angels’ is not to be given, since Paul does not himself 
enter into particulars on the point, and the Rabbinical theory of 
classes of angels, elaborated under the influence of Platonism, 
yet dissimilar (see Eisenmenger, Eintdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 374; 
Bartolocci, Bibl. Rabb. I. p. 267 ff.; Gfrorer, Jahrh. d. Heils, I. 
p. 357 ff.), is not in keeping with the designations of the 
apostle (see Harless im loc. ; Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 226), 
and has evidently been elaborated at a later date. It is never- 
theless probable that the order of succession is here arranged 
according to a descending climax ; for (1) the apostle, in look- 
ing at the matter, proceeds most naturally from above down- 
ward, from the right hand of God to the heavenly beings 
which hold the next place beneath Him, and so on; (2) the apxat, 
eEovolaı, and duvdapers are always mentioned in the same order 
(iii. 10; Col. i. 16, ii; 10; 1 Pet. iii. 22); the eFouciar, how- 
ever, with the @povor (Col. i. 16) are, Test. XII. Patr. p. 548, 
placed in the seventh heaven, and the övvaueıs cnly in the 
third (p. 547), as, indeed, in Jamblichus, v. 21, p. 136, 
the övvaueıs are placed far below the apxai. According to 
this, the @povor and xupuornres, Col. i. 16, would be placed in 
juxtaposition as the two extremes of the angelic series. Another 
view is taken by Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 297 £. — That 
Paul, moreover, sets forth Christ as exalted above the angel- 
world, with a polemic purpose in opposition to the @pnoxeia 
ayyeAwv of the Gnosis of Asia Minor (comp. Col. ii. 18) 
(Bucer, Estius, Hug, and others), is not to be assumed, since 
the form of the representation maintains purely a positive 
character, and the thing itself was so natural to the Christian 
consciousness generally (comp. Heb. i. 4), and to the connec- 
tion in the case of our passage in particular, as to need no 
polemic occasion in order to its being expressed, and expressed 

1 Ignatius, Trall. 5, calls them cas rorobeciag ras ayysrızds. Comp. also 
Hermas, Past. i. 3, 4. But if the äpxei x.c.a. are angels, they are also conceived 
of as personal, not as ‘‘ principles and potencies, powers, forces, ordinances, and 
laws” (Beyschlag, Christol. d, N. 7’. p. 244), consequently in an abstract 
sense. The abstract designation has its basis in the fact that elasses or eategeries 


of personal beings are expressed, just as, e.g., eZovei« is said of human authorities, 
which consist of persons, 
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with such solemnity. Even a purpose of guarding against 
possible infection on the part of such a Gnosis (Schnecken- 
burger, Olshausen) is at least not expressed or more specially 
indicated ; it may, however, have still been partially present 
to the mind of the apostle from the sphere of thought of the 
previously composed Epistle to the Colossians. Comp. Introd. 
$ 4.— al mavros Gvopatos K.TA.) and, i.e. and generally (see 
Fritzsche, ad Matth. pp. 786, 870), above every name, which 
is named. Let any name be uttered, whatever it is, Christ is 
above it, is more exalted than that which the name so uttered 
affirms. Comp. Phil. ii. 9. That övoga is here dignitatis 
potentiaeve nomen (Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, and others), as 
Hom. Od. xxiv. 93; Strabo, vi. p. 245 (ev dvouare eivaı), and 
the like (see Wolf, ad Dem. Lept. p. 346 ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. 
IX. p. 226), is not to be supposed on account of ovouadouevov, 
since this makes the simple literal meaning name the 
only possible one (comp. Plato, Soph. p. 262 B); and, if 
Morus and Harless (comp. also Michaelis and Riickert) have 
supplied the notion underlying the preceding abstract nouns : 
“above every name, namely, of such character,” they have 
done so arbitrarily, as wavrös stands without restrictive addi- 
tion. wav Övona is quite general: any name whatever ; from 
the heavenly powers, above which Christ is placed, the glance 
of the apostle stretches to every (created) thing generally, 
which may anyhow be named. Comp. mavra, ver. 22. — 
ov povov K.TA.] cannot belong to exadıcev «.r.\. (Morus, 
Koppe ; comp. already Beza and Zanchius), since €xa@iev is 
an act, which has taken place in the aiov adros, but it belongs 
to övowaßop.: which is named in the present world-period, 
before the Parousia, and in the future one, after the Parousia. 
As to ai@y ovtos and ai@y ueAAwv, see on Matt. xii. 32, 
“ Natural and supernatural order of the world” (Schenkel), 
and similar conceptions, are not to be substituted for the 
historical idea. 

Ver. 22. While Paul has before been setting forth the 
exaltation of Christ over all things, he now expresses the sub- 
jection therewith accomplished of all things under Christ : rat 
muvta... avtov, with which consequently the same thing—the 
installation into the highest «vpıorns (Phil. u. 10 £.)—is ex- 
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pressed, only from another point of view (from below, from 
the standpoint of the object subjected ; previously from above, 
from the seat of the exalted Lord), in order to present it in a, 
thoroughly exhaustive manner. Such a representation is not 
tautological, but emphatic. Theodoret, with whom Harless 
agrees, makes the purpose: xal tHv mpodytixny émnyaye 
paptupiav. But the words, while doubtless a reminiscence of 
Ps. viii. 7 (6), in such wise that Paul makes the expression 
of the Psalm his own, are not a citation, since he does not 
in the least indicate this, as he has done at 1 Cor. xv. 27 
by the following örav 6é€ eimn. Certainly, however, he recog- 
nised that, which is said in Ps, viii. of man as such, as 
receiving its antitypical fulfilment in the exalted Christ (see 
on 1 Cor. l.e., comp. also Heb. ii. 8), and thereby it was the 
more natural for him, when speaking here of the dominion of 
Christ, to appropriate the words of the Psalm. — ravra has 
the emphasis, like maons and mavros before, All—all that 
is created— God has subjected to Christ. If Paul had! 
meant simply all that resists Christ (Grotius, Rosenmüller, 
Holzhausen, Olshausen), he must have said so, since there is 
no mention of subjecting what is hostile either before or in the 
eighth Psalm. — al avrov «.7..] and Him, the One thus 
exalted and ruling over all, Him even He gave, etc.; observe the 
emphasis of the aurov prefixed. What dignity of the church 
in Him ! — &@xe] is usually taken in the sense of Tiny 
(Harless: “and installed Him as Head over all things for the 
church ;” comp. Hofmann, Schriftbew. IL. 2, p. 117); but here 
as arbitrarily as at iv..11. Grotius and Rückert rightly take 
it as: He gave Him... to the church. If Paul had conceived 
of 7H ErkX. not as dependent on édaxe, but as attached to xed. 
ürrep mavra, it would be difficult to see why he should not 
have written tis exkAnalas.' Comp. Col. i. 18. — ümep 
mavra] exalted above all things, is neither transposed (Peshito, 

1 Hofmann no doubt thinks that, if fwxe 7% txxancie were to be taken 
together, Paul would not have inserted xpaa. trip révra. But why not? The 
very position assigned to xe. ix. ., as placed apart from zörö», is in keeping with 
the importance of this definition of quality, which at the same time, so placed, 
brings together with striking emphasis ivip révra and +% éxxa. Christ has He 
given as Head over all things to the church. So high and august is His esteem 
for it! 
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Chrysostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, and others): 
“ipsum super omnia (sc. positum) dedit ecclesiae ut caput 
ejus,” Grot.; nor does it signify especially (émi mäcıv, vi. 16), 
as Boyd and Baumgarten would have it; nor is it, in its true 
connection with xedanr., to be taken as summum caput (Beza, 
Morus, Koppe, Riickert, Holzhausen, Meier, Olshausen, Bleek, 
comp. Matthies); by which, according to Koppe and Olshausen, 
it is meant to be indicated that Christ is higher than the 
apostles, bishops, etc. In opposition to this interpretation, it 
may be decisively urged that only One Head to the church can 
at all be thought of, and that ravra here calls for the same ex- 
planation as above in the case of ravra vera. Hence rather: 
and Him He gave as Head over all things (to which position, 
as just shown, He had exalted Him) to the church (Christians 
as awhole). Since He, as Head over all things, was given to 
the church, it is obvious that He was to belong to her in a very 
special sense as her own Head ; hence it is, in accordance with 
a well-known breviloquentia (Matthiae, p. 1533; Kühner, II. 
p- 602), unnecessary to*supply xedaAyv again before TH exen. 

Ver. 23 gives information (#7vs, ut quae, denotes the attri- 
bute as belonging to the nature of the ékxAna/a ; see Kühner, 
II. p. 497) as to the relation in which the church stands to 
this Head given to it. It is the body of the Head. — rö 
c@pa avrod] namely, in the mystical sense, according to the 
essential fellowship of spirit and of life, which unites the 
collective mass of believers with Christ, their Ruler, into an 
integrant and organic unity, wherein each single individual 
is a member of Christ in Christ’s body. Comp. ii. 16, iv. 4, 
12, 16,.v. 23, 30 ; Col. 1.18, 24, 11:19, 1.15.5 Romi aaa 
1 Cor. vi. 15, x. 17, xii. 13, 27. — 70 mAnpwua Tod Ta mavra 
ev mäcı mAmpovu.] a significant explanatory parallel to 70 
cpa avtod, which more precisely characterizes the relation 
of the church to Christ, in so far as the latter, as Head over 
all, is also its Head; and that in non-figurative language. 
The church, namely, is the Christ-filled, i.e. that which is filled 
by Hin,} in so far, namely, as Christ, by the Holy Spirit, dwells 

1 Not, as Elsner (Obss. p. 204) would take it: that, by which Christ is filled, 


against which there would be doubtless no linguistic objection (see Fritzsche, ad 
Rom. Il. p. 469 f.), but it may be urged that the church is not to be thought, 
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and rules in the Christians, penetrates the whole Christian mass 
with His gifts and life-powers, and produces all Christian life 
(Rom. viii. 9, 10; 2 Cor. üi. 17; John xv. 5; Eph. iii, 17; 
Col. i. 27). His presence and activity, through the medium 
of the Spirit, fills the collective Christian body. And Christ, 
by whom the Christian church is filled, is the same who 
jilleth the all (ie. the rerum universitas, whose Head He is, 
ver. 22) with all (omnibus rebus) ; for by Him was the world 
created, and by Him, as the immanent ground of life (Heb. i. 3), 
is it maintained and governed (1 Cor. vii. 6; Col. 1. 16 ff. ; 
Usteri, Zehrbegr. p. 315 ff.) ; hence this interpretation of ev 
maot yields no intolerable sense (Schenkel), but is entirely 
Pauline. Accordingly, by the fact that the church is named 
the mAnpwua of Christ, the idea that Christ is the Head of the 
church, of His body, receives elucidation; and by the charac- 
teristic designation tod Ta mävra Ev aot mAnpoup., is 
elucidated the conception, that He as Head over all is Head 
of the church, ver. 22. — 76 wAnpwpa is here (comp. generally 
on ver. 10) equivalent to 76 remAnpwuevov. Thus, as is well 
known, not only are ships’ cargoes or crews (Dem. 565, 1), 
but also the ships themselves—so far as they are freighted or 
manned—called mAnpéyata (Lucian, V. H. ii. 37, 38); thus 
it is said in Philo, de praem. et poen. p. 920, of the soul: 
yevonevm de mAnpwua apeTov; thus among the Gnostics the 
supersensible world is called TO wAnjpewpa, the filled, in opposi- 
tion to To Kévwpa, the empty, the world of the senses (Baur, 
Gnosis, pp. 157, 462 ff). See also Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. 
p. 470. év mäcı is not: everywhere (Baumgarten-Crusius), in 
all modes of manifestation (de Wette, Bleek), in all points 
(Harless), or the like; but nstrumental, as at v.18: with 
all; and wAnpovpévov is middle, as in Xen. Hell. v. 4. 56, vi. 
2. 14; Dem. p. 1208, 14; 1221, 12, in connection with 


of as dwelling in Christ, but Christ as dwelling in the church (1 Cor. iii. 16; 
2 Cor. vi. 12; Eph. ii. 22), and that the following paraphrastic designation of 
Christ would not be in keeping with that conception. 

1 Comp. Plut. de plac. phil. i. 7. 9: taanpwro tv werapiöenr. Paul himself has 
employed #Anpovv with such varied construction (with the dative, Rom. i. 29; 
with the genitive, Rom. xv. 14; with the accusative, Col. i. 9), that even the 
combination with iv cannot surprise us,—a combination which he has also in 
Phil: iv.. 19. 
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which the medial sense is not to be overlooked : qui sibi implet ; 
for Christ is Lord and final aim (ver. 22; Col.i 16; Heb. 
ii. 10) of all. Comp. Barnabas, Ep. 12: éyew kal Ev tovTw 
tiv Sofav Tod ’Incod, örı Ev auto mavra kal eis avtov. The 
ubiquity of the body of Christ, which our text was formerly 
employed to defend (see especially Calovius), and even now 
is once more adduced to prove (Philippi, Dogm. IV. 1, p. 434), 
is the less to be found here, seeing that the ev maou, to be 
taken instrumentally, makes us think only of the all-penetrating 
continuous activity of Christ. The continuity of this activity 
is implied in the present aAnpovp., in which Hofmann, II. 1, 
p. 539, finds a gradual development, and that of the restoration 
of the world; of which last there is here no mention at all, 
but, on the contrary, of the wpholding and governing of the 
world, as Col. i. 17; Heb. i. 3. Comp. Hermas, Past. sim. 
iii. 9. 14. As regards the explanations that differ from ours, 
we may remark—(1) Many, who have rightly apprehended ro 
TANpwua and tAnpoupévov, wrongly restrict Ta mavra ev Tact 
to the spiritual operations in the Christians, either, as Grotius: 
“Christus in omnibus, credentibus sc., implet omnia, mentem 
luce, voluntatem piis affectibus, corpus ipsum obsequendi 
facultate, ad quae dona perpetua accedebant primis temporibus 
etiam yapicpata illa mvevuarıra, etc.,’ or, as Flatt (comp. 
Zachariae and Morus): “ who fills all without distinction of 
nations, Jews and Gentiles, everywhere, or always [ev act ?], 
with good.” In this view the fact is overlooked that ra mavra, 
after the preceding xebaAnv vrép mavra, admits of no sort of 
limitation, and that, if Tod... . mAnpovuevov were designed 
only to say how far the church is the wAnpwpa of Christ, this 
whole addition would be quite as superfluous for the Christian 
consciousness as it would be indistinctly expressed. We have, 
on the contrary, in Td mAnpwna Tod «.7.r. a climax of the 
representation, which advances from that which the church is 
in relation to Christ (ro wAnpwpya adtod) to His relation 
towards the universe (hence, too, 7a mavra is prefixed). 


1 It is the more mistaken a course, in spite of this advance, yet again to refer 
iv räcı to the Christians. This error has misled Schenkel to put into our passage 
the thought: “in all members of the Christian community [iv rae] the Divine 
aim of the Creator, underlying the structure of the universe, receives its accom 
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(2) Since avrovd and tod Ta m. Ev m. mAnpovu. are significantly 
parallel, and no change of subject is indicated; and since, on the 
other hand, the thought, that the church is the mAnpwpa of 
God, would be inappropriate here, where the idea: Christ is its 
head, is dwelt on,—all explanations fall to the ground which 
refer Tov TAnpovu. to God, such as that of Theodoret: é««dn- 
alav ... Tpoonyopevoe Tod uev XpioTod copa, Tod dé matpos 
TANPWua' ETANPwWOE YAP auTNv TavTOOATOV Kapıcudrav K.T.D., 
and of Koppe, by whom the sense is alleged to be: “the 
whole wide realm of the All-Ruler!” Comp. Rosenmiiller. 
Homberg, Parerg. p. 289, Wetstein (“ Christus est plenitudo, 
gloria patris omnia in omnibus implentis”), and Meier refer 
the genitive to God, but regard TO TmAnpwua as apposition 
to avtov; Meier: “Him, the fulness of Him who filleth 
all in all; for in Christ there dwells the fulness of God 
(Col. ii. 9), and it is God who fills the universe” (Jer. 
xxill. 24, al.). This explanation is manifestly involved, 
makes rs éotl TO o@ya avrod an insertion which, if 
nothing further were to be added to it, would be after &öwxe 
KkebaANv... Th €xkdnola quite aimless and idle, and leaves 
Ta mavra Ev mäcı Without more precise analysis. The same 
reasons hold also in opposition to Bengel, who regards to 
TAnpwua as accusative absolute (comp. on Rom. xii. 1), as 
epiphonema of what was said from ver. 20 onwards: “ Hoc, 
quod modo explanavi, inquit apostolus, repraesentat nobis 
plenitudinem Patris omnia implentis in omnibus, ut mathe- 
matici dicunt: id quod erat demonstrandum.” (3) Since it is 
self-evident that Christ, as Head of the church, is not without 
this His body, and since it could not therefore enter the 
apostle’s mind, at the solemn close, too, of the section, to bring 
forward the fact that the body belongs to the completeness of 
the head,—all those explanations fell to the ground as quite 
inappropriate, which take ro mAnpwyua as supplementum (Matt. 
ix. 16; Mark ii. 21),) in which case some were consistent 
plishment through the life of the exalted Redeemer flowing into them.” But little 
skill is attributed to the apostle, when it is supposed that he designed to express 
this thought by means of the words he has written. 

‘So also Schwegler in Zeller’s Jahrb, 1844, p. 387, where, moreover, the com- 


parison of the union of Christ and the church to marriage (v. 25 ff.) is brought in 
quite unwarrantably. As man and wife supplement each other to form the totality 
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enough to take mAnpovuevov likewise in the sense of com- 
pleting, as Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Menochius, 
Boyd, Estius,' and others; and some inconsistent enough to 
explain it, incompatibly with the paronomasia, by implere, and 
thus differently from mAnpwpa, as Beza,? Calovius, comp. Calvin, 
Balduin, Baumgarten; also Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. p. 219 f.: 
“ His destination, to fill all in all, is completely attained only 
in the church.” (4) The necessity for taking mAnpwpa in one 
and the same sense is fatal to the explanation of mANpwua as 
equivalent to mAn0os, copia, coetus nwmerosus (Storr, Morus, 
Stolz, Koppe, Rosenmüller?), or even: full measwre (Cameron, 


of the species (as head and body), so, too, the church (as the body of Christ) is 
held to be the complementum of Christ (as the head of the church). Baur, too 
(Paulus, p. 426), takes the union of Christ with the church here as marriage 
(as a syzygy), and explains »Arpwea entirely from the Gnostic point of view. 
By ro rAnp. rod re wavra iv aos rAnpove., in his view, nothing else is affirmed 
than that ‘‘ Christ is the vArpawe (the totality of the aeons) in the highest absolute 
sense, in so far as it is all in an absolute manner (r& ravra iv ras), which He 
fills with Himself as the absolute contents thereof.” Accordingly, rA%pwpe is to 
be taken neither simply in an active nor simply in a passive sense, but in such 
wise that the two notions pass over the one into the other; because, in fact, that 
which makes full is in turn that which is made full,—that which is filled with 
its definite contents. ‘‘ As wAnpoyusvos r& ravre tv razor, Christ is the ravpape, 
filling the révra iv rao with its definite contents; and this ravpwue itself is the 
absolute totality filled with its absolute contents.” Comp. Baur, d. Christenth. 
d. drei ersten Jahrh. p. 296, and Neutest. Theol. p. 258. Operations of this 
sort, which do not exegetically educe their results, but import them, are too 
much dominated by the presupposition of post-apostolic relations not to be 
safely left to their own fate, to which they have already been consigned. 

1 «Qui secundum omnia, s. quoad omnia in omnibus sui corporis membris 
adimpletur. Nisi enim essent hic quidem pes ejus, ille vero manus, alius autem 
aliud membrum ... non perficeretur Christus secundum rationem capitis,” 
Estius. He is followed by Bisping, who here finds the basis and germ of the 
doctrine of the treasure of the merits of the saints ! 

2 « Qmnino autem hoe addidit apostolus, ut sciamus Christum per se non in- 
digere hoc supplemento, ut qui efficiat omnia in omnibus re vera,” Beza.—Calo- 
vius: ‘‘ Tanto in pretio Christus suam habet ecclesiam, tam tenere amat, ut se 
quodammodo imperfectum et mancum reputet, nisi nobis conjungatur, et nos 
ipsi tanquam corpus capiti uniamur ceu wArpwpa ejus.” Comp. Luther’s gloss ; 
also Apol. Conf. A, p. 145. Calvin, moreover, prefers to limit ra «ra to the 
spiritualis gubernatio ecelesiae. 

3 Morus: ‘‘ Quae proinde est societas subditorum ejus et hominum magna 
copia, quae colit hune (quae subest huic, quae sub hoc rege vivit), qui omnes 
omnino in hoe coetu omnibus generibus bonorum accumulare de die in diem 
solet.” Rosenmüller : ‘‘Coetus numerosus illius, qui omnes (homines) omnibus 
bonis replet,”’ by which God is held to be meant. 
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Bos). Further, (5) the passive construction of wdnpoupévouv 
(Vulg.) leaves absolutely no tolerable explanation of ra mavta 
ev waou; for which reason not only the exposition of Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, Estius, and others (see above, under No. 3), 
but also the similar one of Jerome! and that of Holzhausen, 
are to be rejected. The last-mentioned discovers the meaning : 
“Christ carries in Himself the fulness of eternal blessings” 
(Ta mavru Ev mäcı, signifying the eternal !), Yet, again, (6) 
seeing that To mAnpwua neither in itself nor in accordance 
with the context, denotes the Divine é0&a, of which the m»3w 
was the real presence (Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 2394 ff.), there 
falls to the ground not only the explanation of those who treat 
TO TANPwpa as equivalent in meaning to temple, like Michaelis 
and Bretschneider, but also that of Harless: “the apostle 
designates the church with the same word, by which he else- 
where [?] designates the abundance of the glory dwelling in 
Christ and God, and issuing from Him. It, however, is the 
fulness of Christ, not as though it were the glory which dwelt 
in Him, but because He causes His glory to dwell, as in all 
the universe, so also in it. It is the glory, not of one who 
without it would starve, but of Him who fills the universe in 
all respects ;” mAnpns mäca 7 yh öo&ns aurod (Isa. vi. 3); but 
it is the glory of Christ, because He is united with it alone, 
as the head with its body.” Lastly, (7) Riickert also proved 
unsuccessful in his attempt to explain it: the church, in his 
view, is designated as the means (To TAnpwua, that whereby 


1 “Sicut adimpletur imperator, si quotidie ejus augetur exercitus, . . . ita et 
Dominus noster Jesus Christus in eo, quod sibi credunt omnia et per dies sin- 
gulos ad fidem ejus veniunt, ipse adimpletur in omnibus, sic tamen, ut omnia 
adimpleantur in omnibus, ö.e. ut qui in eum credunt, cunctis virtutibus pleni 
sint.” 

? According to Harless, iv rae: means in every way, and implies that not in 
one way (only) is the sphere of earth full of the glory of Christ ; the glory of the 
Creator is one, that of the Enlightener before the incarnation (Johni. 3) another, 
that of the Redeemer another. But how is the limitation of rz rdévra to the 
earth to be justified? And are, then, these three modes of glory adduced, which 
after all the reader must have guessed at without any hint, sufficient to exhaust 
the quite unlimited iv zo? and is the thought of the glory of the Creator and 
the Enlightener before the incarnation in keeping with the present participle ? 
The whole explanation pours into the simple words a series of thoughts and 
reservations, in presence of which the words remain a very riddle of the 
Sphinx, 
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the mAnpody comes about) by which Christ carries out in all 
(macı, masculine) that which is committed to Him for com- 
pletion (ra mavra), as “the means of His accomplishing the 
ereat destination which devolves upon Him, namely, the 
universal restoration and bringing back to God.” Against this 
may be urged both the language itself, since 70 mAnpwua 
never signifies the means of accomplishment, and the context, 
which neither speaks of a restoration and bringing back to 
God nor furnishes any limitation of ta mavta to that which 
is implied in the divine plan. — We may add that there 
cannot be shown here as regards the use of mAnpwpa, any 
more than previously as regards the classes of angels, any direct 
or indirect polemic preference to Gnosticism. To the later 
speculations of Gnosticism, however, the forms of the tran- 
scendent doctrines of the apostle could not but be welcome; not 
as if Gnosticism had thought out its material in accordance 
with such Scriptural forms (Tertull. de praeser. 38), but it 
poured it into their mould, and, moreover, further developed 
and amplified the forms which it found ready to hand. 
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Ver. 1. After éuepriaic, BD EF GX, min. Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. 
Aeth. Arm. Vulg. It. Theodoret, Lucif. Victorin. Ambrosiast. Pel. 
have öwöv, which Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly received into 
the text. On account of the redundancy of the pronoun and its 
absence in ver. 5, the omission of it was easier than its addition 
from a comparison of Col. ii. 13 (in opposition to Reiche). — 
Ver. 3. réxva pbscı] Lachm. and Rück. read gice rirva, follow- 
ing ADEFGL, min. Vulg. It. Or. (once), and other Fathers. 
But considering how closely réxva öpyis go together, the trans- 
position @össı rexva was so natural, that in opposition to these 
important witnesses the Recepta, attested by B K 8, most min. 
Or. (thrice) Chrys. Dam. Theophyl. Oec., is, with Matth. Scholz, 
Harless, Olsh. de Wette, Tisch., to be maintained. — Ver. 11. 
The order sor? öwers in Lachm. and Tisch. is justified by A B 
D* E 8* codd. of It. and Fathers. More feebly attested is the 
order £yev. &yyis, ver. 13, in Lachm., which weakens the anti- 
thesis. — Ver. 12. & ra xp] év is wanting in decisive witnesses. 
Deleted by Lachm. Tisch. and Riick. Explanatory addition. 
— Ver. 15. ¢v tavr@] Lachm.: &v air@. The witnesses are greatly 
divided. But E was easily passed over after Ev. — Ver. 17. xa! 
roi] Lachm. Tisch. Rück.: «ai sipyvqy rors, according to decisive 
testimony. The emphasis of the repetition of eipzv. was not 
duly regarded, and so the apparently redundant word was 
neglected. For the same reason there was written in ver. 19, 
instead of the far preponderantly attested «xx gorz, simply arra 
(Elz. Scholz).— Ver. 21. rüsa oixod.] Elz. Scholz, Rück. Reiche 
read r&sa 4 oixod. But the article is wanting in BDEFG 
K Ls* and many min., also in Clem. Bas. Chrys. (in the com- 
mentary) Theodoret, Oec., and was added (A C, Chrys. Theophyl.} 
because it seemed needed by the sense. See, however, the: 
exegetical remarks. 


CoXTENTs.—-Yon also, when ye were dead through sins,— 
as indeed we Jewish-Christians too were in the same condition 
of sin and liability to the divine wrath,—God has by virtue 
of His love made us alive with Christ, raised us and transferred 
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us into heaven, in order, in the world-ages to come, to show His 
grace towards us in Christ (vv. 1-7). For out of grace have 
ye attained to salvation, not through merit of works (vv. 8-10). 
Remember, therefore, that ye were formerly as Gentiles un- 
hallowed and unhappy, but now through the death of Christ ye 
are in quite a different position (vv. 11-13). For Christ has 
through His death established peace between Jews and Gen- 
tiles (vv. 14-18). Ye, consequently, are no longer aliens, but 
fellow-menrbers of the theocracy, members of the household of 
God, built up upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, 
wherein the corner-stone is Christ, in whom every building 
is built, and ye too, unto a holy temple (vv. 19-22). 

Ver. 1. Connection: After Knatchbull and others (men- 
tioned by Wolf, Cur. on i. 19) had attached xal ünäs to eis 
Has TOS miorevovras, i. 19, and Bengel to a Evypy., i. 20 
(both arbitrarily confusing, and the former also mistaken for 
the reason that yas, ver. 19, already included the readers), 
Lachmann and Harless have closed i. 23 with only a comma, 
and annexed kati (cuvefwotroince) buds to Kal avtov Eöwke 
K.T.A., ver. 22." So also de Wette, without, however, approv- 
ing the mere comma after i. 23. But in this way we should 
have to expect not tuas, but nuäs (comp.i. 19: eis nuäas Tods 
mıoTrevovras), for Paul would attach to what God has done in 
relation to Christ that, which He has at the same time done in 
the case of the Christians. And, inasmuch as he has employed 
the pronoun of the second person, he has thereby indicated 
the beginning of a new portion. Moreover, i, 23 is so 
majestic and solemn in import and form, that it is admirably 
suited for a sonorous conclusion, but hardly for a mere 
parenthetic insertion. No, after the apostle has previously 
spoken of the exceeding power of God in the case of believers, 
which may be recognised by virtue of what He has done in 
the case of Christ, whom He raised, exalted, etc., he wishes 
now, in application of this to the readers, to bring the latter 


1 Calovius, Cramer, Koppe, and Rosenmiiller attached xa? tuzs immediately 
to i. 23, namely, to wAnpoyuivov : ** qui sicut omnes alios beneficiis cumulat, sie 
etiam vos,” Rosenmiiller. This, however, is entirely incompatible with the 
correct explanation of rod ra rdévra iv wees wAnpovaivov, i, 23, and with the 
correlation of vexpevs and cursfwor, 
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to the consciousness that God has made also them (kat tas), 
when they were dead in their sins, to be alive, etc., with Christ, 
and thus has shown also in their case that exceeding power. 
— The construction is broken off, even before the subject and 
the verb are expressed, by the afflux of the thoughts in the 
relative clauses which begin ver. 2, but is resumed ver. 4 by 
means of 6é, so that the subject not yet named in ver. 1 is 
at length named and characterized in ver. 4; and in ver. 5 
the verb (ovveöworoinoe) comes in with repetition of the 
object, which, however,—in accordance with what has been 
said in the intervening clauses,—had already in ver. 4 passed 
over into the first person and thus become universal (7p4Gs). 
As to the details, see below. The resumption accordingly 
begins already, in ver. 4, with 0 6€ ©eös (as even Theophylact 
expressly observes) ; not first with ver. 5, as Wolf and others, 
including Griesbach, Koppe, ed. 1, Scholz, Meier, Riickert, 
Holzhausen, would have it, because otherwise ver. 4 in turn 
would be anacoluthic, and yet 6 ®eos is the subject of 
auvetwom. — vexpovs Tois TapamT. K. T. Anapr. vu@v] The 
dative denotes the causa efficiens of the death. The expres- 
sion with ev, Col. ii. 13, is not equivalent. Quite at variance 
with the context, Cajetanus (not Estius, who rejects this 
explanation) holds that the dative is as in Rom. vi. 11, in 
which case the force of övras as a present participle is urged : 
since ye are dead for the sins. buav also is against this, as well 
as the plural, since in the being dead for sin the latter appears 
as principle (Rom. vi. 11).—-A real distinction between maparr- 
Tonara and dwaptias does not exist,’ in so far as both expres- 
sions denote the same thing (the peccata actualia in thought, 
word, and deed) in a twofold form of conception as “ missing” 


1 Augustine, ad Lev, qu. 20, makes the former denote the desertio boni, the 
latter the perpetratio mali, or the former to be the sin of rashness, the latter 
that which is deliberate, which last distinction is adopted also by Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 47. Jerome makes the former delicta cogitatione inchoata, the latter 
sins of deed; comp. Olshausen. Bengel: xaparr. applies to the Jews, and 
@papr. to the Gentiles. Meier (comp. Baumgarten-Crusius): the two words are 
distinguished as act and state. Matthies: the former are mental errors and 
obscurations, the latter moral sins and vices. Harless and de Wette: the 
former denotes single transgressions, the latter all kinds of sins, including sins 
in thought. 


92 TIIE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


and “fall” (see, generally, Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 324); and the 
abstract dauapriaıs cannot mean, like 7 duapria at Rom. v. 20, 
sin in abstracto as ruling power, but in virtue of the plural 
can only mean the actual sins (auaprnpara); comp. on Rom. 
v. 20. — övras] state, which was present at the time, when God 
made them alive. — vexpovs] is understood by the expositors 
(apart from those who, like Koppe and Rosenmiiller, substi- 
tute for the literal meaning the notion of wretched, miserable) 
of spiritual death (comp. v. 14), i.e. of the deadness of true 
moral life through the “ alienatio animae a Deo,” Calvin; comp. - 
Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 127. But by what, we ask, is this 
spiritual sense indicated? Must not vexp. tots tapamrt. k. 
rais apapt. have reminded the readers quite naturally and 
necessarily of the connection, well known to them, between 
unexpiated sins and the eternal death (the eternal condemna- 
tion),—a connection, in which they once as Gentiles shared ? 
See on Rom. vi. 16, 22 f., vii. 9--11, 24, viii. 2,6. The 
explanation of physical death is inadmissible, because this is 
a consequence not of individual sins, but of the sin of Adam ; 
see on Rom. v. 12; 1 Cor. xv. 22. The expression vexpod is 
proleptic : when ye were dead through your sins, 7.c. when you 
had through your sins drawn upon you death, had become 
liable to eternal death, so that in this way the certo morituri 
are designated as vexpot. Comp. Rom. vii. 10, viii. 10, and the 
well-known Wuydptov ei Baorabov verpov, Epict. Anton. iv. 41. 
See also on Col. ii.12. Without Christ the everlasting death, 
which they had incurred by their sins, would not be annulled 
and averted from them; but, after that Christ has completed 
the work of atonement and they have become believers in Him, 
eternal life has become the portion of those who were by their 
sins liable to eternal death, and that by means of the fellow- 
ship of life, into which they are brought through faith with 
the Christ who is made alive from the dead, raised, and 
exalted to heaven, which is more fully expressed, vv. 5, 6, by 
ovvelworoinse TH Xpiot@ x.7t.r. Thus the passage certainly 
treats of the atonement accomplished by Christ, to which 
believers owe eternal life (see vv. 7, 8). The moral restora- 
tion (Hofmann) is the consequence of the atonement (ver. 10), 
the ethical product of the same through the Spirit, — The 
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relation, we may add, of our passage to Col. ii. 13 and i. 21 
is not that of a slavish dependence, but that of a fresh and 
living remembrance with new and peculiar amplification. 

Ver. 2. Shadows before the light which arises in ver. 4. — 
ev als] domain, in which, ete. It is the pre-Christian sphere 
of life, and then follows (cata «.r.X.) the normal standard 
which rules in it. als has shaped itself after the gender 
of the last substantive, but embraces both. See Matthiae, 
p. 991.—xata tov aidva tod Kdcpov Tovrov] according to 
the age of this world, i.e. as was in keeping with the period of 
time appointed for the present world (subsisting up to the 
Parousia). For immorality is the characteristic of this 
world-period (Rom. xii. 2; 2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. vi. 12) in 
contrast to the future new world, in which décxcacootvn bears 
sway, and the nearer the Parousia, the more the aiwv is 
movnpos (see on Gal. i, 4; comp. v. 16, and on vi. 13). 
Others explain aiwv as life (so also Harless; comp. H. 
Stephanus: “secundum eam, quae in hoc mundo est, vivendi 
rationem,” Castalio, Beza, Grotius, e¢ al.); for which Riickert 
—who, in a strangely erroneous way, explains it as equivalent 
to KaTa Tov aidva ToUTOV TOD koonov—and Matthies put: spirit 
of the time, and Olshausen : tendency of the time ; comp. Bleek. 
But, however cwrent aiwv in the signification of life may be 
in classical Greek, especially in Homer, Pindar, Herodotus, 
and the tragic poets (see Duncan, ed. Rost, p. 47; Blomf. ad 
Aesch, Prom. 887; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 50), yet in the 
N. T., often as the habitually used word recurs, it is never 
so employed, but always in the signification of juncture of 
time, age. The shift to which Koppe has recourse (comp. 
Estius and Flatt), that aiév and xoowos are synonymous— 
hence Koppe makes 0 alov tod Kdcpov Tovrov equivalent to 
0 Koopos odros— stands on a level with the capricious inversion 
of Bretschneider, who makes it tantamount to 0 xöonos Tov 
ai@vos Tovtov: homines pravi ut nunc sunt. No, Paul might 
have written briefly cata Tov aiava Tovrov (comp. i. 21); but, 
in accordance with the graphic amplification of the passage 
carrying such terrible emphasis, he has paraphrased this 
TovTov by Tov Kocpov Tovrov. According to Beausobre and 
Michaelis (“ the God of this world”), aiov tod Kocpou TobTov 
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is meant to denote the devil in polemic reference to the 
Gnostic doctrine of aeons (see what follows). According 
to Baur, p. 433 f., the expression itself is a Gnostic one, 
equivalent to the xoopoxpatwp (comp. vi. 12), and denoting 
the devil. But this is imported, inasmuch as the explanation 
of aiov in the sense usual in the N. T. yields quite a Pauline 
thought. The devil appears only in what follows, and would, 
if he was to be designated already here, and that as Lord of 
the pre-Messianic period, have been designated, as at 2 Cor. 
iv. 4, as 0 @eos Tod ai@vos TovTov, or in a like concrete manner. 
— Kata Tov üpxovra Tis EEovalas Tod aépos] climactic parallel 
to the preceding. “Sic res fit expressior,’ Bengel. The 
opposite is cata Oeov, iv. 24; 2 Cor. vii. 9. Comp. 1 John 
v. 14: kata To OéX\npa Tod Ocod. The devil Paul here repre- 
sents as the ruler over the might of the air, in which e£oveia 
is collective, denoting the totality of the mighty ones (the 
demons, Matt. xii. 24) concerned. Comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 469; Bernhardy, p. 47. This e£ovoia has its seat in the 
air, which exists between heaven and earth (rod dépos); the 
atmosphere, pertaining, in contrast to the higher pure ai@yp 
(see Duncan, Lex. Hom., ed. Rost, p. 36), still to the physical 
realm of earthly things (yijs toopoupos anp, Soph. ZI. 87), 
is the seat, the territory of the might of the demons. 
This and nothing else Paul expresses in distinct words, the 
Evaepıos diatpy3y (Oecumenius, comp. Theophylact), the 
voupavios Tomos (Chrysostom) of the demons; and neither 
ought Tod dépos to have been taken (Clericus, Heinsius, 
Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, Matthies, and others) as equivalent to 
tod axoTous (vi. 12; Col. i. 13), because, though it may, as it 
often does in Homer, denote misty gloom, clouds, ete., in contra- 
distinction to the pure a/Oyp, it never takes the place of the 
absolute axöros (comp. Buttmann, Zexilog. I. p. 115), and in 
the N. T. always means simply air ; nor ought it to have been 
explained by a metonymy as mundus (Thomas, Bullinger, and 
others). According to Hahn, 7’heol. d. N. T. I. p. 328 f., rod 
aépos is designed to express the aeriform nature of the demons ; 
they are not really spiritual, but only spirit-like ; aeriformmess 
is their physical constitution. This is already in itself incorrect, 
since the demons must of necessity have the same physical 
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constitution as the angels (including also their supra-terres- 
trial corporeity, comp. on Matt. xxi. 50), and hence, although 
they have become axd@aprta, they have yet remained veuuara, 
see in this very Epistle, vi. 12 (ta mvevnarıra Tis movn- 
pias), Olshausen would remove the demons from the atmo- 
sphere by taking anp as equivalent to ovpavds,’ appealing to 
1 Thess. iv. 17 (where, however, ajp is nothing else than 
air), and even giving out this passage as the only one in the 
N. T. where the word ayp elsewhere occurs (but see Acts 
Heed 29 sel Corie 26; 2.19; Rev. tixe2 sro am Astan 
equally exemplary companion - piece of rationalizing artifice 
may be quoted the interpretation of Stolz, Erläut. p. 175: 
“We have here to think of the rational beings acting and 
walking upon the earth, of men, who as sensuous creatures 
breathe in the air, in the atmosphere surrounding the earth.” 
Hofmann, who elsewhere took anp erroneously as equivalent 
to mvedua, would now (Schriftb. I. p. 457) not less erroneously 
make tod mvevpatos dependent upon tod aepos, and by the 
latter understand the atmosphere formed by the breathing of 
that mvetwa. “So long as they [the disobedient] allow this 
spirit to be their spirit, they live in the atmosphere thereof, 
and as it were inhale it—an atmosphere, which is the sphere of 
dominion [the é£ovcia] of Satan.” But apart from the clumsy 
and obscure accumulation of three genitives (at 2 Cor. iv. 4, 7, 
they flow easily and clearly one out of the other), there may 
be urged against this view generally the strange awkwardness 
of the thought (“the air of the spirit which worketh in the 
disobedient is the atmosphere formed by the breathing of the 
same spirit ”), and more specially the considerations, first, that 
eEovoia does not mean sphere of dominion;? secondly, that 


1 He holds that Paul has perhaps employed the expression for the purpose of 
characterizing the demons as not indeed earthly, but yet also as not heavenly. 
He has employed the expression, just because he conceived of the demons as 
making their abode in the atmosphere. And he does not choose a higher expres- 
sion (as in vi. 12) for this sphere, because he wishes here to make the reader 
feel the lower domain of the power as opposed to the heavenly domain, and 
thus also the ignominious character of the same ; hence the expression is neither 
accidental nor strange (in opposition to Hofmann). 

* Not even in Luke xxiii. 7, where it expresses the idea of governing authority, 
of jurisdiction, So often in Plutarch, Diodorus, etc. 
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there is nothing to indicate that the ayp originated through the 
breathing (or blowing) of the spirit (we should at least expect 
the essential veovros instead of Evepyodvros); thirdly, that, 
if é£ovcia is to denote the sphere of dominion, tis e£ovalas 
would be only an ambiguous pleonasm, and we cannot see 
why Paul should not have written merely tov apyovta Tod 
depos x.T.\.—As regards the historic basis of the conception of 
the apostle, that the demons have their abode in the air, he has 
carried it over from his pre-Christian, Jewish-Rabbinie circle of 
ideas into the contents of his Christian belief. It is true that 
there are found among the Rabbins very diverse, confused, and 
at times very monstrous assertions concerning the dwelling- 
place of the demons (see, especially, Eisenmenger, Hntdeckt. 
Judenth. Il. p. 437 ff.), but Harless (followed by Olshausen) 
far too hastily thence concludes: “ in such sloughs as these one 
seeks in vain for the explanation of the apostles expression.” 
For while there are found diverse opinions in the Rabbins, and 
among them also that which assigns to the demons the air as 
a territory, the expression of the apostle shows us which of the 
different Rabbinic conceptions he has not followed, and which is 
accepted by him. Thus doubtless, e.g., the doctrine which R. 
Bechai, in Pentat. f. 90, 1, presents as a well-known one, that 
only those demons which produce dreams dwell in the air, but 
those which seduce man to sin in the man himself, and yet 
others in the depths of the sea, is not the view of the apostle. 
Sut the belief, which Paul here announces as his own and 
presupposes in his readers, namely, that the demoniac king- 
dom in general, and not merely a single division of it, is in 
the air, is to be found very definitely preserved among the 
Rabbins also. For (1) the very Rabbinical tenet of the winged 
nature of the demons (Talmud, Chagig. 2; R. Eliezer in 
Bartoloce. I. p. 320 ff., al.) manifestly points to the region of the 
air as their abode, since they are shut out from the communion 
of God. (2) In particular passages this is expressly stated. 
Comment. in libr. Aboth. f. 83, 2: “ Sciendum, a terra usque 
ad expansum omnia plena esse turmis et praefectis, et infra 
(that is precisely in the ap) plurimas esse creaturas laedentes 
et accusantes, et omnes stare ac volitare in aöre,” ete. Fur- 
ther, it is said in Zuf haarez, f. 9, 2, that under the sphere 
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of the moon, which is the last under all, is a firmament (*p7) 
...and there are the souls of the devils, etc. See Eisen- 
menger, II. p. 411. Further, R. Bechai says, in Pentat. f. 
139, 4, where he is explaining how it comes about that the 
demons know what is future: “ because they dwell in the air 
(1182), ... they learn future things from the princes of the 
planets.” The same R. Bechai, in Pentat. f. 18, 1, relates, as 
a Rabbinical tradition, that Noah had in his ark, according to 
Gen. vi. 19, preserved devils also, and says in confirmation of 
this exposition: for it would have been impossible for them to 
remain in their own place, which is the air (MNn SAAY Donpn2). 
Comp. Mishmath chasim, f. 115, 2. The assertion, too, of 
R. Menasseh, in Eisenmenger, II. p. 456 f., that the rising 
smoke of the incense which was offered to the devils was their 
food, points to the air as their dwelling-place; as, indeed, 
according to the Cabbala (Cabb. denud. I. p. 417), the demons 
dwell “below the upper sanctuary.”* Thus much, conse- 
quently, is clear and transparent enough in the “muddy sloughs” 
of Rabbinical tradition, that the kingdom of the demons was 
located in the air; and with this we find the apostle in agree- 
ment. Hence we have no right to deny that he has retained 
this conception from the sphere of his Rabbinical training, 
but at the same time it would be quite unwarrantable to 
attribute to him the singularities associated with this tenet by 
the Rabbins, since, in fact, he asserts nothing more than that 
the devilish powers are in the air. This is a simple historical 
statement, in which, we may add, it is quite arbitrary to dis- 
cern a “ profound hint,” namely, of their dismal and spectral 
nature (in opposition to Schenkel). The right explanation is 
given also by Schmid, Bibl. Theol. § 86, and Bleek. Among 
the Pythagoreans, too, we meet with an analogous view (Diog. 
Laert. viii. 32: cata tov pev Ilvdayopav eivai te mavra Tov 
aépa Wuyav EumXeov, kal TovTous Saipovds TE Kal Hpwas vopt- 
&eodaı, and compare the other passages in Wetstein, and 

1 With this Rabbinical view agrees also Test. XII. Patr. p. 729: bad cod 
asplou wysimaros rod Beasép, where &£piov means to be found in the air. See Plat. 
Hpin. p. 948 D : daiuovas, &tpiov 0% yévos. Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 547. If 
we take dépsos in such passages as aeriform (Hahn), we confound it with &£;zwas 


(Arist. de Anim. iii. 13; Metaph. ix. 7). Comp. rather, Ascens. Isa. 10: 
** descendit in firmamentum, ubi princeps hujus mundi habitabat.” 
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Elsner, p. 206; Dougt. Anal. p. 127); but quite unfounded 
is the assertion of Wetstein: “P. ita loquitur ex principiis 
philosophiae Pythagoreae, quibus illi, ad quos scribit, imbuti 
erant.” Paul presupposes in his readers an acquaintance with 
his expression as the expression of his doctrine, and speaks so 
emphatically and solemnly that any sort of accommodation is 
not to be thought of. — Tod wvevpatos] is still dependent on 
Tov üpxovra, so that the power over which the devil rules, after 
being designated as regards its outward existence by the phrase 
é£ovalas Tod aépos, is now designated as regards its active opera- 
tion in men’s hearts, namely, as the spirit which is at work in 
the disobedient. This mveüwa, of which Satan is the ruler, is 
not, however, to be thought of as being the human mind, 
since, thus understood, it would not suit as apposition to the 
ths é€ovclas Tod aépos which is different from the human 
individuality, as, indeed, tod évepy. «.r.A. points to an agent 
different from the human individual; but rather as the prin- 
ciple proceeding from its dpxwv, the devil, and passing over into 
men to become operative in their hearts—the antithesis of the 
Holy Spirit which proceeds from God. Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 12. 
This wvedua is, in contrast to 70 mveüua THs adnOetas, the 
mwveüua THS mAavns, 1 John iv. 6. It is not, however, “odd” 
(de Wette), nor is it “ unnatural” (Bleek), to speak of a “ ruler 
of this spirit ;” but this is quite analogous to the conception, 
according to which Christ is spoken of as “ Lord of the Holy 
Spirit” (2 Cor. iii. 18). We have further not to understand 
Tov mvevpatos collectively (Vatablus, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, 
Michaelis, Holzhausen) ; for the &£&ovoia tod aépos is, indeed, 
the sum total of the plurality of the demons, but the spirit, 
which is brought by its ruler, the devil, into the hearts of 
men and operates within them, is in all viol tis armed. 
one and the self-same spirit, just as the Holy Spirit is in all 
individuals who believe one and the same. Others regard Tov 
mTvevpatos as apposition to Tov apy. T. eEove. T. dép., in that 
they either assume the use of an abnormal case occasioned 
by a deviation from the construction (genitive for accusative), 
as Piscator, Calovius, Semler, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, de 
Wette, Bleek, or look upon the genitive as one of apposition to 
Tov apxovta, as Flatt. But how purely arbitrary is the former! 
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and how impossible the latter, since tov dpyovta in accord- 
ance with its significance demands a defining genitive, and 
already has it in tis e£ovo. T. aép., and consequently tod 
mvevpaTtos cannot be taken in any other relation! — viv] is 
emphatic,—not, however, as Meier supposes (comp. Zanchius): 
“even now, when it is so powerfully counteracted by the 
gospel,” which must have been expressed by «at viv (as Ignat. 
ad Smyrn. interp. 7); but vdv stands opposed to the preceding 
rote, when the diabolic mvedua was active in all, even 
in the readers. Comp. ver. 3.  Riickert (comp. Bengel and 
Holzhausen) thinks of the extraordinary, especially dangerous 
power which the Satanic kingdom developed just at the time 
of the redemption (2 Thess. ii. 2 ff.) ; so also de Wette. But 
that could not be understood from the simple évepy., and 
would have required the addition of a repıooorepws, trrepBad- 
Aövrws, or the like. According to Olshausen, viv is to be 
held as opposed to the future age, and to make the diabolic 
activity appear as lömited, in contrast to the everlasting, divine 
activity of the Holy Spirit. But a contrast to the aiwv 
HéAX@v is not at all implied in the context; indeed, it was 
entirely self-evident that the Satanic activity extends only to 
the time before the Parousia; how then could it occur to a 
reader to find in the viv a negation of the aiwv pédAdwv ? — 
Ev Tols viols THs aeı6.] in their souls. The expression viol 
tT. ameid. is Hebraizing (for among Greek writers are found 
only such expressions as vies 'Axuıwv, maldes Swypadar, and 
the like, but not with abstract nouns; see Blomfield, Gloss. 
Pers. 408, p. 138; Stallb. ad Plat. Phil. p. 107), and denotes 
the dependence which has its basis in the relation of the 
person or thing concerned to the genitive-noun, here the 
genesis of the spiritual condition, so that tots EE ameıdelas 
(comp. Rom. ii. 8) would signify the same thing. Comp. Winer, 
p. 213 [E. T. 298]. The opposite is rexva traxons, 1 Pet. 
i. 14. By üneidera, however, is not meant wnbelief (Luther, 
Bengel, Koppe, Harless, and others); for this could only be 
logically included under the notion of disobedience as refusal 
of belief, consequently as opposite to the taxon miorews (Rom. 
i. 5; Heb. iv. 6, 11; and see Fritzsche on Rom. xi. 30). 
And with that sense in the present case the following ev ais 
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Kal nets mavres would be at variance, since not all Jewish- 
Christians had, like Paul, resisted the faith. Now, as Paul is 
speaking only of the immorality of the unbelievers (vv. 1, 3), 
areideıa is here the want of compliance towards God (Iiom. 
xi. 30), ae. towards His revealed and natural law respec- 
tively (Rom. ii. 8 ff.), displaying itself through their immoral 
conduct. 

Ver. 3. After the apostle has just depicted the pre-Christian 
corruption of the readers, who were Gentile-Christians, the sin- 
ful corruptness of a//—this basis for his enthusiastic certainty 
of the universality of the redemption (Rom.i.18... ii. 24, 
iii. 19, 23, xi. 32; Gal. ii. 15, 16, i. 22, al.)— presents itself 
at the same time with such vividness before his mind, that 
he now also includes with the others the whole body of the 
Jewish-Christians (kal jets mavres) in the same state of cor- 
ruption, and accordingly, on the resumption of the argument at 
ver. 4, he cannot again employ the second person introduced 
in ver. 1, but must change this into nwäs. Inasmuch as kai 
nets, we also, must necessarily denote the class falling to be 
added to tpas, ver. 1, we cannot understand by it the Chris- 
tians generally (Estius, Koppe, and others) ; but, since the dpets 
are Gentile-Christians, we must take it to mean the Jewish 
Christians. The general moral description which follows is 
not opposed to this view (as de Wette objects), since it was 
the very object of the apostle to delineate the essential equality 
in the moral condition of both! Comp. Rom. i. 2, 3. De 
Wette explains it quite arbitrarily: “we also, who have been 
already a considerable time Christians.” — év ols] is not to 
be referred to tots maparroyarı, ver. 1 (Peshito, Jerome, 
Grotius, Estius, Bengel, Baumgarten, Koppe, Rosenmiiller), for 
that reference is not to be supported by Col. iii. 7, but, on 
the contrary, is impossible with the reading vu@y after auapr., 
ver. 1, and is, moreover, to be rejected, because Paul has not 
again written ev als, and because the reference to the nearest 
subject is altogether suitable; for the Jewish-Christians also 
all walked once among the disobedient, as belonging to the 
ethical category of the same, inasmuch as they likewise before 


! In doing which Paul could, least of all, venture to except himself, although, 
according to Phil. iii. 6, the justitia externa had not been wanting to him, 
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their conversion were through their immoral walk disobedient 
towards God (Rom. ii. 17 ff, 25, ui. 9 ff.).— ev rats Eemıdun. 
THS capkos nu.] more precise definition to what has just been 
said ev ois . . . äveotpadnuev more, denoting the immoral 
domain of the pre-Christian state (2 Cor. i. 12; 2 Pet. ii. 18; 
comp. Xen. Ages. ix. 4; Plat. Legg. ix. p. 865 E; Polyb. 
ix. 21. 5), in which this walk took place, namely, in the 
desires of our corporeo-psychical human nature, whose im- 
pulses, adverse to God, had not yet experienced the overcom- 
ing influence of the Holy Spirit (Rom. vii. 14 ff., viii. 7 ; Gal. v. 
17; Rom. viii. 2, al.), and hence rendered ineffectual the moral 
volition directed towards the divine law (Rom. vii. 17-20). 
The opposite is: mveuuarı mepımareiv (Kal émifupiay capKos 
un TeXeiv), Gal. v. 16; comp. Rom. viii. 13. — moiodvres 
K.T.A.] so that we, etc., now specifies the way and manner of this 
walk, wherein the prefixed vrovodvtes has the emphasis, in that 
it predicates what they did, as afterwards 7uev, what they were. 
The OeAnpata (comp. on the plural, Acts xiii. 22; Jer. xxiii. 26; 
2 Mace. i. 3) are here in reality not different from the é7u- 
@vpiat, which, however, are conceived of as activities of the 
will, that take place on the part of the odp& and the dıavoraı 
(both conceived of under a personified aspect as the power 
ruling the ego of the unconverted man). As regards tay 
dıavoı@v, which stands related to ts capxos as the special to 
the general, the bad connotation is not implied in the plural, 
as Harless conjectures (who finds therein “ fluctuating, changing 
opinions”), but in the context, which makes us think of the 
unholy thoughts,’ whose volitions were directed to evil, in the 
state of disobedience. Comp. Num. xv. 39: pvncOncecbe 
TATOV TOV EVTOAWV KUplov Kal ToLnceTE avTas Kal ov dvac- 
tpagdiycccbe ömiow Tov Siavoiwy vuov; also Jer. xxiii. 26; 
Isa. lv. 9 (ra Stavornpata), where likewise the prejudicial 
connotation les not in the plural, but in the connection. — 
Kal Hwev téxva hvoew opyns] Instead of continuing the con- 
struction in uniformity with rowodvres by Kal övres, the apostle . 
passes over, as at 1. 20 (see on that passage), emphatically into 

! That these were selfish, is in itself correct, but is not implied in the word 


itself, and is not expressed by Panl (in opposition to Hofmann, Schriftbew. 
I. p. 563). 
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the oratio finita, depicting, after the immoral mode of action, 
the unhappy condition in which withal we found ourselves. 
The fact that on this account jer is prefixed has been left un- 
noticed, and hence «al nuev has been either tacitly (so usually) 
or expressly (as by Fritzsche, Conject. p. 45, who takes 
Ev tais Emidvp. THs capKos Numv moioDvres K.T.\. together 
as one clause) connected with ev ois... aveorp. Harless 
regards the words as only a supplemental and more exact 
definition and modification of the thought expressed im- 
mediately before; but in that case an isolation of the words 
is needlessly assumed, and likewise the correlation of the pre- 
fixed verbs moiodvres and uev is overlooked. — rexva Opyis 
are children of wrath (comp. on ver. 2), that is, however, not 
merely those worthy of wrath (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Castalio, Calvin, Grotius, and others), 
which relation of dependence is not in keeping with the con- 
text, but, as vexpovs Tots mapa. shows, ver. 1, subject to wrath, 
irae obnoxii, standing under wrath (comp. v. 8 ; Matt. xxiii. 15; 
John xvii. 12). So most expositors rightly take it. To whose 
wrath they were subject, Paul does not indicate (for he does not 
write THs épyjs, comp. Rom. xii. 19), but (comp. Rom. iv. 15) 
he leaves it to the reader to say for himself that it is God's 
wrath he has to think of (see ver. 4). As to the wrath of God,— 
which here, too, is not to be understood merely of that of the 
future judgment (Ritschl, de ira Dei, p. 17),—the holy emotion 
of absolute displeasure at evil, which is necessarily posited by 
absolute love to the good, and is thus the necessary principle 
of temporal and eternal punishment on the part of God (not 
the punishment itself), comp. on Rom. i. 18.— ¢vce] dative 
of the more precise mode (= xata dvow), may either attach 
itself merely to rexva (not to 7mev), so that the idea expressed 
is: nature-children, rerva &bvoıka opyhs (see on such datives 
joined on to nouns, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 688; Heind. ad 
Cratyl. p. 131); or it may more precisely define the whole 
notion téxva öpyns, thus: wrath - children by nature, réxva 
opyjs puotkad; so that the rexva dpy., like viol 7. ameudeias, 
ver. 2, forms a single idea. The latter is the correct view, be- 
cause rexva is used figuratively and receives the real contents 
of the conception only by means of dpyfs, for which reason it 
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is not to be thought of as separated therefrom.’ The notion 
of BVceı must obtain its more precise definition solely from the 
context, as to whether, namely, it betokens an innate relation 
(as in Gal. 1.15; Xen. Mem.i. 4.14; Dem. 1411 ult. ; Soph. 
Aj. 1280; 0. 0.1297; Isoc. Evag. 16: T@ péev yap Hv büceı 
marpis, Tov Sé... vouw morTnv Emeroimvro ; specially in- 
structive are Plat. Prot. p. 323 C D, Dem. 774, 7),—whether 
it is consequently equivalent to yevéoes, and the sonship of 
wrath is €udutos, a qualitas innata (Wisd. xii. 10, comp. 
xiii. 1, and thereon Grimm, Handb. p. 233),—or, on the 
other hand, a relation brought about by development of a nativa 
indoles, one that has been produced by virtue of natural endow- 
ment (as Rom. ii. 14; 1 Cor. xi. 14; Xen. Mem. i. 2. 14, 
el, 3 Platt egg: wip. 7 77D ; Ach Veer Toa, 
xxii. 9. 1; see also Wetstein in loc., and Loesner, p. 340 f.). 
In the latter sense David is said*by Josephus, Antt. vii. 7. 1, 
to have been dvaet Sixavos Kal Qeooeßns ; comp. xiii. 10. 6. 
Philo, de conf. lingu. p. 327 E: avtiroyxol dices, Xen. Cec. 
xx. 25: diceı piroyewpyotatos, Plut. Artax. 6: piaer Bapv- 
Ovpos ovca, Arist. Polit. i. 1. 9: av@pwros pice. moALTıRov 
€Hov, and many others. According to this view, jev téxva 
duces opyns would have to be paraphrased by: juev, TH Poet 
xpnoduevoı, rerva opyjs. From early times (see, already, 
Augustine, Retract. 1. 10. 15; de verb. ap. 14) the word in 
our passage has been employed in defence of original sin as 
an inborn condition of culpability (inborn peccatum vere dam- 
nans), as indeed even Riickert, Harless, Olshausen, Usteri,” 

1 According to this view, there is here in the position of the words a severance 
(Kühner, II. p. 627) whereby the genitive is separated from its governing word 
(Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 332 [E. T. 387]). This hyperbaton has for its object the 
reserving of the whole emphasis for the closing word öpy#s, and letting it fall 
thereon. Comp. Philem. fragm. p. 354, ed. Cleric.: worrav Pyrsı rois wärı 
airi2 zur. 

2 Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 30, we may add, suspects the genuineness of vc, 
partly on account of its alleged singular position, partly on account of the 
various readings. But as regards the position, see above. And of various 
readings there are none at all, since different translations are not various read- 
ings. dee is omitted only in 109, Aeth. No doubt Clem. Alex. ad Gent. (Opp. 
ed. Pott, p. 23) is also adduced, where the passage is cited without vcs. But 
in Clem. l.c. (comp. p. 560) we have no citation, but merely a free use of the 


passage, from which the existence of variations cannot be made good. Clement, 
we may add, singularly explains rixva opyrs by rpepowsva opyn, opyns bpimmara. 
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Julius Müller, Lechler, Philippi, Thomasius, and others have 
understood an inborn childship of wrath. “ Paulus nos cum 
peccato gigni testatur, quemadmodum serpentes suum venenum 
ex utero afferunt,” Calvin. “Hoc uno verbo, quasi fulmine, 
totus homo, quantus quantus est, prosternitur ; neque enim 
naturam dicit laesam, sed mortuam per peccatum ideoque irae 
obnoxiam,” Beza, Comp. Form. Cone. p. 639 f. But (1) the 
context points, in vv. 1—3, as again also in ver. 5, to an actually 
produced, not to an inborn state of guilt.’ Further, (2) if 
Paul had wished, after touching on the sinful action, to bring 
into prominence the inborn state of culpability, and so had 
taken the course ab effectu ad causam, dvoet would have an 
emphasis, which would make its critically assured position, as 
it stands in the Recepta, appear simply inappropriate ; in fact, 
not even the position in Lachmann (jwev dices téxva dpyijs) 
would be sufficiently in keeping, but we should be obliged 
logically to expect: cal dioe juev Téxva opyis, “and (already) 
by birth were we children of wrath,’ in which would lie the 
source of sinful action. But (3) the ecclesiastical dogma, that 
man is a born subject of wrath, from birth an object of the 
divine condemnation, is not at all a doctrine of the apostle, 
according to whom man by his actwal sin falls under the wrath 
of God (Rom. i. 18, ii. 8, 9, vii. 7 f., al.), inasmuch, namely, as 
he becomes subject to and follows the inborn principle of sin 
(Rom. vil. 14 ff), in opposition to his moral will, which he 
likewise by nature bears in himself; in connection with which, 
we may add, bodily death has its causal basis not in the 
individual sin of the particular persons, but in the connection 
of the whole race with the fall and death-penalty of its first 
. progenitor (see on Rom. v. 12). And (4) how could Paul, 
speaking of the Jews, predicate of them an inborn childship of 
wrath, when he regarded them as xAadovs aylous ths pläns 
ärylas (Rom. xi. 16)! They were in fact of kata dvow kAadoı 
of the sacred olive-tree of the theocracy (Rom. xi. 21); how 
could they be at the same time the opposite (observe the xara 


1 Quite mistakenly Grotius argues from the context against the ecclesiastical 
exposition in this way: ‘‘Non agi hie de labe originaria, satis ostendunt 
praecedentia, ubi describuntur vitia, a quibus multi veterum fuere immunes.” 
See, on the other hand, Rom. i.-iii., xi. 32; Gal. iii. 22, al. 
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guciv), born rexva öpynjs? See also Gal. ii. 15, where the 
ducer Iovdaios are opposed to the EE €Ovav auaprwAoi, as well 
as Rom. ix. 4, where of them is predicated the possession of 
the vioderla, consequently the type of the Christian child- 
ship of God, whereof the inborn childship of wrath would 
be the direct opposite. See, generally, on the sanctity of the 
people of God, Ewald, Alterth. p. 262 ff Several have found 
in düceı the sense: “apart from the special relation in which 
they as Israelites stood to God” (Thomasius, I. p. 289); but 
this is just a mere saving clause obtruded on the text, in 
connection with which there is nevertheless retained the un- 
Pauline conception of born liability to wrath, consequently of 
condemnation from the very first, without any personal par- 
ticipation and contracting of guilt, before one yet knows sin 
(Rom. vii. 7). This remark also holds in opposition to the 
essentially similar interpretation in Hofmann, p. 565, comp. 
Schmid, bibl. Theol. IL. p. 274, and Julius Müller, v. d. Sünde, 
p. 377f. Further, (5) if Paul had thought of an inborn 
liability to wrath, he could not have regarded even the children 
of Christians as holy and pure (1 Cor. vii. 14); and infant 
baptism must have been already ordained in the N. T., and 
that, indeed, with the absolute necessity, which had to be sub- 
sequently assigned to it in consisteney with the elaboration of 
the dogma of original sin bringing eternal condemnation on 
every one born by ordinary generation. The explanation of 
an inborn state of wrath (which also does not tally with the 
fact that Jesus promises the kingdom of heaven to those who 
should be like children, Matt. xviii. 2 f., xix. 14 f.) is accord- 
ingly to be rejected as opposed to the context and un-Pauline; 
and qvcev defines the childship of wrath to the effect, that it 
has arisen in virtue of natural constitution (observe the just- 
mentioned eridvulaı tis oapkos, comp. the vowos Ev Tois 
neXeoı, which overcomes the moral law in man, Rom. vii. 
23, 24). Certainly man is born with this natural, sinful 
quality, z.e. with the principle of sin, by the awakening and 
development of which the moral will is vanquished (Rom. vii.; 
comp. also John iii. 6); it is not, however, the mere fact of 


1 Which Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 564 (comn. his Heil. Schr. N. T. II. 1, 
p. 24), denies on invalid linguistic grounds; see on Gal. é.c. 
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this inborn presence having its basis in his cap€, that in and 
of itself‘ makes him the child of wrath (comp. Beyschlag, 
Christol. d. N. T. p. 207), but he only becomes so, when that 
constitution of his moral nature, that mingling of two opposite 
principles in his natural disposition, has—which, however, 
is the case with every one (Rom. ui. 9, xi. 52; Gal. üi. 22)— 
brought about the victory of the sin-principle, and there- 
with the capxixov and merpauevov bo THY Ayapriav eivaı 
(Rom. vii. 14)” Others, such as Erasmus, Balduin, Bengel, 
Morus, Koppe, Stolz, Flatt, Matthies, de Wette, Bleek (comp. 
also Weber, vom Zorn Gottes, p. 88), have explained it of the 
so-called natural state of man, ve. of the state of the pre- 
Christian life, which was as yet aloof from the influence of 
xapıs (ver. 5 ff.) and of the Holy Spirit; but in this way, 
properly speaking, nothing is explained; for while the whole 
description, and not merely duces, delineates “ the natural state 
in which the redemptive activity of God found the nations” 
(de Wette), in connection with vce: there always remains 
the special question, whether the “ by nature” denotes an inborn 
relation to wrath or not. Holzhausen would even combine 
gvoe. opyns (“wrath which comes from the ungodly nature- 
life”), —a view from which, even if gvovs meant nature-life, 


1 The objection of Lechler, p. 107 (comp. Philippi, Doym. III. p. 205 f.)—that 
my explanation, inasmuch as the sinful disposition is inborn, thereby after all 
concedes the traditional Church-view—overlooks the essential distinction, that 
it is only according to the latter that man is born as object of the divine wrath ; 
whereas, according to my view, the natural disposition to sin does not yet in 
and by itself make him such an object of wrath, but he becomes so only through 
the setting in of actual sin, which, it is true, does not fail to emerge in any one 
who lives long enough to be able to sin. According to the traditional view, 
even the newly-born unconscious child is already guilty and liable to the Divine 
wrath ; so that in this way the imputation attaches itself not merely to the 
perpetration of sin, but even to the occasion to sin, which every one has by 
nature. This is, so far as I can see, exegetically incompatible with the anthropo- 
logical teachings of the apostle elsewhere, especially with his exposition in Rom. 
vii. 7f. Only with the actual sin, according to Paul, is the guilt connected, 
and consequently the wrath of God. An inborn guilt is not taught by the 
apostle ; as is rightly brought out by Ernesti, but is only hesitatingly hinted at 
by Bleek. 

2 Through Christian regeneration the moral will attains, by virtue of the 
Spirit (Rom. viii. 2), the ascendancy in man, and he becomes therewithal 
qualitatively dis xovwvös Quosws, 2 Pet. i. 4, and usrarauBavwy rns ayiornras 
rou 8:0, Heb. xii. 10. Comp. 1 John v. 18. 
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the very absence of any article ought in itself to have pre- 
cluded him; ris TH dices dpyis, or Ths Ex THs bie. opyijs, or 
the like, must have been used. Moreover, Cyril, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Grotius, erroneously hold @vce as equivalent to 
aAmdas (comp. others in Jerome, who take it as prorsus), which 
it never is, not even in Gal. iv. 8, to which Grotius appeals. 
Lastly, in a quite peculiar way Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sünde, II. 
p. 174 ff., obtains the exact opposite of a born liability to 
wrath by conducting his interpretation so as to enclose rexva 
voces within two commas, and to connect öpynjs with Auer: 
“ We were in consequence of our actual sinfulness, although 
children [of God in the Israelitish sense, Rom. ix. 4] by nature, 
liable to wrath even as the Gentiles ;” according to which, there- 
fore, Muev opyhs is explained from the well-known usage of 
elvat twos in the sense of “belonging to.” But it may be 
decisively urged against this view, first, that the supplying the 
thought of ©eod after rexva (as Isa. Ixiii. 8; Rom. vil. 17; 
Gal. iv. 6) is not in any way suggested by the context, but is 
purely arbitrary, and the more so, inasmuch as there is already 
in the text a genitive which offers itself to complete the notion 
of téxva; and secondly, that there is nothing to indicate the 
contrast assumed by Ernesti (although, etc.), for in order to 
write in some measure intelligibly, Paul must at least have 
said: kal jpev téxva pév pices, opyns öde, although this, too, 
on account of the absence of a definition to rexva, would have 
been enigmatic enough. Equally to be rejected is the quite 
similar interpretation of Nickel (in Reuter’s Zepert. 1860, Oct., 
p. 16), who explains as though the words ran: kai juev Ocod 
pev Téexva pvaer, Opyis de Téexva. — @s Kal of Aoımoi] sc. Hoar. 
The Aosroi are the Gentiles (Rom. iii. 9; 1 Thess. iv. 13), and 
kat is not adhuc (Grotius), but the also of comparison. 

Ver. 4. Now begins, after the intervening clauses, vv. 2, 3, 
the resumption, and that with the subject, which Paul already 
had in mind at ver. 1. See on ver. 1. It is not, however, 
by odv, but by öe, that the thought is taken up again, because 
that which is now to be spoken of (the abundant compassion 
of God) stands in an adversative relation to what has been 
said in the relative clauses. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 377. — 
mAoVoLos ov Ev édéev x.7..] The connection is: God, however, 
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since He is rich in mercy, has for His much love's sale made 

‚us... alive in Christ. As to the distinction between 
€Xeos and oikrıppös, see on Rom. ix. 15. On Ev eX&eı, comp. 
1Gor; 1.5 5 Jas..1. 9%. :2.Cor ix. 114 Kinn eee 
THY MON. ayarnv avTov] namely, in order to satisfy it.) 
Luther erroneously renders: through His great love. The 
Vulgate, rightly: propter, etc. Comp. Philem. 8. We may 
add that not avrod is to be written, but aurod, as at i. 6. — 
wy nyd7. np.) as in John xvii, 26. Comp. the classical épwta 
epav, Lobeck, Paral. p. 516. The manifestation of the divine 
love thereby meant is the atoning death of Christ, in which, 
in pursuance of the abundance of the divine compassion, the 
great love of God communicated itself to us. Rom. v. 18; 
John iii. 16; Eph. v. 2, 25.— nnäs] After the glance has 
extended from the readers (vv. 1, 2) also to the Jewish Chris- 
tians (ver. 3), the resumption of the object with nuäs now 
embraces both, the Jewish and Gentile Christians. 

Ver. 5. The «ai is not to be taken as in ver. 1 (“also us 
collectively,” Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, and earlier expositors), 
which, apart from the universal reference of the 7uds, the 
order of the words forbids (cai nuäas must have been written), 
according to which, also, the «ai of ver. 1 can by no means 
be here resumed (Rückert, Matthies, Holzhausen, and most of 
the older expositors) ; further, «al is not, with Koppe, to be 
taken as although, seeing that, in fact, a making alive cannot 
take place otherwise than from a state of death, and conse- 
quently «al cannot convey any climactic stress,on which account 
Harless explains incorrectly from a logical point of view: 
“ even in the state of death, in which we were” (comp. Calvin 
and de Wette). Erasmus paraphrases as though kai stood 
before ovve£wor., and even the shift to which Morus has 
recourse, that xa’ corresponds to the xai of ver. 6 (non modo 

.. verum etiam), would demand this position. Others give 
other explanations, and many are silent with regard to it. If 
xat were also, it would have to be referred to évtas? and 


1 The great love of God, who is rich in mercy towards the wretched, was 
the motive for not leaving them to their misery, but, ete. The feos is thus 
related to the zy@rn as the species to the genus. 

* For, as to the fact that xai, also, always lays the stress upon that word, 
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would express the reality of the relation asserted in ver. 1 
(Hartung, I. p. 132 f.). But there would be nothing to call 
for the assurance of this reality. It is rather the simple 
copula: and, annexing to the dia T. moAX. ay. Hy jy. Hu. a 
further element.‘ The two elements, side by side, place in the 
full light what God has done. God has, on account of His 
much love, and when we were dead in the sins, made us alive 
with Christ. The «ai might also be omitted ; but the keeping 
of the points thus apart strengthens the representation. — Tots 
maparr.)| The article denotes the sins, which we had committed, 
with a retrospective glance at ver. 1. — ovve@woroinoe 7H 
Xp.] is by most expositors (including Flatt, Rickert, Meier, 
Matthies, Harless, Olshausen, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Schenkel, Hofmann, Bleek) understood of new spiritual quicken- 
ing (“justificationem et regenerationem nostram complectitur,” 
Boyd ; Rückert would have us think mainly of the justifica- 
tion). But how is this to be justified from the context? If 
the reader was reminded by vexpovs tots mapamt. of the 
eternal death, to which he had been subjected by his pre- 
Christian life of sin (see on ver. 1), he would now have to 
think of the eternal life, which begins with the resurrection, 
and he could the less think of anything else than of this real 
resurrection-life, since afterwards there is further expressed 
the translation together into heaven, and then, in ver. 7, 
the intention of God is referred to the times after the 
Parousia. And had not already i. 18 f. pointed definitely 
to the future xXnpovopia? How, in this connection, could a 
reader light upon the merely ethical, spiritual quickening 
(Rom. vi. 4f.; 2 Cor. v. 15; Gal. ii, 19f)? No, God has 
made believers alive with Christ ; i.e. in Christ’s revivification, 
which God has wrought, theirs also is included. By virtue of 
the dynamic connection in which Christ stands with His be- 
lievers, as the head with its body @. 23), their revivification is 
objectively comprehended in His,—a relation, in fact, of which 
the Christian is conscious in faith ; “quum autem fides susci- 
pitur, ea omnia a Deo applicantur homini, et ab homine rata 
before which it stands, see Haupt, Obss. Crit. p. 55 ff. Klotz, ad Devar. 


p. 638. 
1 Bleek describes this view of mine as probably the correct one, and follows it. 
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habentur,” Bengel. So the matter stands in the view of the 
apostle as accomplished, because the making alive of Christ is 
accomplished ; the future actual making alive, or, as the case 
may be, change at the Parousia (1 Cor. xv. 23), is then the 
subjective individual participation of that which is already 
objectively given on the part of God in the resurrection of 
Christ. Certainly Paul might, in accordance with another 
mode of looking at it, have expressed himself by the future, 
as at 1 Cor. xv. 22; cf. Rom. viii. 17; but who does not feel 
that by means of the aorist (“ ponitur autem aoristus de re, 
quae, quamvis futura sit, tamen pro peracta recte censeatur, 
cum... alia re jam facta contineatur,” Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. 
p- 206) the matter stands forth more forcibly and triumphantly 
out of the believing conviction of the apostle? ods édicatwoe 
Tovtous Kal édd£ace, Rom. viii. 30. — The ovv in auve&worr. is 
by Beza, erroneously referred to the coagmentatio gentium et 
Judaeorum, a reference which is forbidden by the r® XpıoTo; 
and by Grotius, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and others, it is explained 
ad exemplum (comp. Anselm: sicut), by which the Pauline 
idea of fellowship with Christ, which also lay at the bottom of 
i. 19, is quite arbitrarily explained away. — Comp. on Col. 
ii. 13; Rom. viii. 17; 2 Tim. ii. 12.— xapıri &ote ceowop.] 
by grace (not by merit) are ye partakers of the Messianic salva- 
tion ! an impassioned (hence expressed in the second person), 
parenthetic reminding the readers of the divine basis of the 
salvation which had accrued to them, designated by cuvefwo- 
moinoe, a reminding, which was very natural for the apostle 
in general (for its tenor was the sum of his doctrine and 
the constant echo of his own experience, 1 Cor. xv. 10), and 
more especially here, where he represents the quickening of 
believers as accomplished with the making alive of Christ, 
which could not but repel even the most distant thought of 
personal merit. In connection with cuvefwor. 7. Xp. the 
possession of the Messianic bliss is designated as an already 
accomplished fact, although it was before the Parousia (Col. 
ili. 3 f.) merely a possession in hope (Rom. viii. 24), and the 
final realization was yet future (Rom. v. 10). That the xapırı 
emphatically placed at the beginning (for “ gratiam esse docet 
proram et puppim,” Bengel) means the grace of God, not of 
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Christ (Beza; comp. the inserted od in D* E F G, Vulg. It. 
Vietorin. Aug. Ambrosiaster), is manifest from the context, in 
which God is constantly the subject. 

Ver. 6. After the making alive of Christ in the grave 
followed His resurrection, with which Paul regards that of 
believers as likewise accomplished. Hence: kai ovvnyeıpe, 
which in like manner is not to be taken in the spiritual sense 
(“to make them enter upon the new life of grace,” Riickert) ; 
but see on ver. 5. With strange inconsistency several ex- 
positors, such as Menochius, Zanchius, Boyd, Estius, Grotius, 
although taking ovvefwor7. metaphorically, nevertheless have 
taken this avvnyeıpe (as well as the element that follows) in 
a literal sense, and mentally supplied nempe spe, or the like. — 
kat ovvexdbicer Ev Tols Emovp.] and has given to us joint-seat 
in the heavenly regions (comp. i. 20), so that we have part (see 
on 1 Cor. vi. 2) in the dominion of the Exalted One (2 Tim. 
ii, 12); which Paul likewise sees as already accomplished ! 
with the installing of Christ at the right hand of God; hence, 
there was no need at all for supplying the thought jure et vir- 
tute spirituali (Bengel), or for a transference of the matter to 
the praescientia Dei (Jerome), and other such expedients. — év 
Xpict@ 'Incov] belongs to curipyerpe and cuverdbicev Ev Tots 
emovpav., So that what was expressed in the case of auve&worr. 
by (cuv) 7@ XpıioTo, is here expressed, in yet more exact con- 
ception of the relation, by (ovv) Ev Xpict@ (jointly in Christ). 
Inasmuch, namely, as God raised and exalted Christ (ev Xpioro), 
He has raised and exalted us with Him. ev Xpiot@ accord- 


1 Explanations in the spiritual sense. Calixtus: ‘‘ Ea nobis dedit dona, quae 
civibus coelorum propria sunt.” Rosenmiiller: ‘‘Summa felicitate nos ornavit, 
quasi jam in coelo essemus recepti.” Rückert and Bleek remind us of the 
roAlrsvaa of Christians, which is in heaven (Phil. iii. 20 ; comp. Col. iii. 1 ff.). 
Meier : ‘‘ Exaltation into a celestially enlightened, pure and holy, state of life.” 
Matthies : ‘‘ The spiritual kingdom of heaven or of God.” Olshausen: ‘‘ The 
awakening of the heavenly consciousness.” Koppe remarks superficially and 
with hesitation : ‘‘ Nobis quidem in omnibus his fworoticbas, iyipsobas, abies 
éy &rovp. nihil inesse videtur nisi summae et universae felicitatis, qua Christiani 
vel jam fruuntur, vel olim magis etiam fruituri sunt, descriptio.” According to 
Baumgarten-Crusius, there is expressed ‘‘ exaltation into a purely spiritual heaven- 
like state.” De Wette takes cuve{wor. of the deliverance out of the misery of 
sin, euwnyspe of regeneration and, at the same time, of the resurrection of the 
body guaranteed in the spiritual life, and cuv:xdéiwev 7.2. of the hope of the 
eternal dcZe. Schenkel interprets it of the presentiment of the future glory. 
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ingly is by no means intended to denote the cvyxaOifew as 
figurative (Olshausen).— On év tots ézoupay. (see on i. 3) 
Bengel, we may add (comp. already Estius), aptly remarks: 
“non dicit in dextra; Christo sua manet excellentia.” The 
transitive ovykadigeıv is not elsewhere preserved. 

Ver. 7. Aim of God in connection with what is said, vv. 5, 
6.— twa évdelEntac] prefixed with emphasis: in order—not to 
leave concealed and unknown, but—to exhibit and make mani- 
fest, etc. Comp. Rom. ix. 23. — ev rots aidot tots érepy.] in 
the ages coming on, i.e. in the times after the Parousia, as being 
already on the approach (comp. LXX. Isa. xliv. 7, xlv. 11; Judith 
ix. 5;°3 Mace. v. 2; Luke’xxi: 26 Jas. v. 1; Hom. 02322 
142; Thuc. 1.126; Plat. Soph. p. 234 D; Aesch. Prom. 98: 
TO Tapov TO T Emepxönevov, Pind. Ol. x. 11: &xabev yap 
EemeNdwv 6 ueAAwv xpovos). In the times from the Parousia 
(conceived as near at hand) onward, the manifestation designed 
by God of His grace towards believers was to take place, 
because not before, but only after the Parousia, would the 
making alive of the believers, etc., implicitly contained in 
the making alive of Christ, be actually accomplished in the 
subjects. Incorrect, seeing that the apostle was previously 
speaking, not of the spiritual, but of the real resurrection, ete., 
is the rendering of Morus: “ per omne vestrum tempus reliquum 
quum in hac vita tum in futura quoque,” as well as that of 
Wolf (comp. Calvin, Piscator, Boyd, Estius, Calixtus, Michaelis, 
Zachariae, Meier, Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleek) : “ tem- 
pora inde ab apostolicis illis ad finem mundi secutura.” Koppe 
brings out, “wt aeternum duraturum argumentum extaret,” 
which is quite mistaken, since, while it is true that the aidves 
ot émepyopevor are eternal times, the words do not signify 
tempora aeternum futura. Respecting the plural tots aidct, 
comp. onli. 21. To infer from this that the setting in of the 
Messianic period will not be accomplished suddenly, but by 
way of successive development (Schenkel), is at variance with 
the whole N. T. The future aiwv sets in through the Parousia 
very suddenly and in an instant, Matt. xxiv. 27; 1 Cor. xv. 
52, al. Hence we have not mentally to supply with evöeiE. 
anything like: “ever more completely” (Flatt), or “ever more 
effectively” (Schenkel), which is sheer caprice. — The form rc 
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mAovros is here also decisively attested. See on i. 7.— ev 
xpneröornti eb nuäs ev Xpiat@ Incov] is to be taken together, 
and the instrumental év indicates by what God will mani- 
fest the exceeding great riches of His grace in the ages to 
come, by kindness towards us in Christ Jesus, i.e. by means of 
the fact that He shows Himself gracious towards us, of which 
the ground lies in Christ (not in us, see ver. 8). The article 
was not at all requisite before eb’ judas, since ypnorornte is 
anarthrous, and besides ypnototns eb nuäs, like xpnorov eivaı 
eb nwäs (Luke vi. 35), can be closely joined together in 
thought. Comp. on i. 15.— The xapıs is the source of the 
xpnortorns, which latter displays itself in forgiving (comp. 
Prayer of Manass. 11; Tit. iii. 4; Rom. ii. 4) and in bene- 
fiting, and therefore is the evidence of the former, the opposite 
of amorowia, Rom. xi. 22. Comp. Tittmann, Synon. p. 195; 
van Hengel, ad Rom. IIL. p. 682. 

Ver. 8. How entirely was I justified in saying: To ürep- 
BadXov TrOdTOS THs xapıros avTov! for, etc. Thus Paul now 
expresses himself with more detail as to the great truth, of 
which his heart was so full that it had already, ver. 5, inter- 
rupted the course of his address. — 77 xapırı] by the grace. 
sy the article the divine grace just now spoken of is indicated, 
after it had been meant doubtless by the anarthrous xapırı, 
ver. 5, but designated by it only as regards the category (by 
grace). — 1a ths miorews] for the faith in the atonement 
made by Christ (Rom. iii. 25, 30, al.) is, as the causa appre- 
hendens of the Messianic salvation, the necessary mediate 
instrument on the part of man, while the xapıs is the divine 
motive, the causa eficiens of the bestowal. The emphasis, 
however, is retained by 79 xapırı alone, and ova THs mier. is 
only the modal definition to cecwop.— kat TovtTo ovK €E 
vpav «.T.r.] Nothing is here to be treated as parenthesis ; 
neither the whole «ai rovro down to Epywv, ver. 9 (Griesbach, 
Scholz), nor merely cod to d@pov (Lachmann, Harless, de 
Wette), since neither the construction nor the course of thought 
is interrupted. «at Tovto is referred by the Fathers in Suicer, 
Thes. II. p. 728, Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, Bengel, 
Michaelis, and others, including Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, 
Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, to the faith (TO mıoTevew), 
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comp. Phil. i. 29; 2 Cor. iv. 14. In that case kai todro ... 
d@pov would have to be taken parenthetically. But how 
violent is this taking to pieces of the text, since ov« EE tuav 
and ovx EE épywy present themselves in a manner alike 
natural and weighty as elements belonging to one flow of the 
discourse! Rightly, therefore, have Calvin, Calovius, Baum- 
garten, Semler, Zachariae, Morus, and others, including Riickert, 
Matthies, Holzhausen, Harless, de Wette, Schenkel, Bleek, 
referred it to the salvation just designated as regards its specitic 
mode. Paul very earnestly and emphatically enters into more 
detailed explanations as to what he had just said, 7} yap xapırı 
x.T.r., namely to the effect, that he briefly and forcibly places in 
the light of the respective contrasts, first, that objective element 
of the saving deliverance which has taken place (tH xapırı) 
by ov« EE üuov, Oeod To SHpor, and then the subjective element 
(d&ıa THs wictews), by od« €& Epywv iva u. T. Kavy.. His thought 
is: “Through grace you are in possession of salvation by means 
of faith, and that to the exclusion of your own causation and 
operative agency.” This latter he expresses with the vivacity 
and force of contrast thus: “and that (kai todTo, see on Rom. 
xiil. 11) not from you, it. is God's gift; not from works, in 
order that no one may boast.” The asyndetic juxtaposition 
takes place with a “ propria quadam vi, alacritate, gravitate,” 
Dissen, Zxe. II. ad Pind. p. 273. — ov« EE tar] negatives 
their own personal authorship of the salvation (Ellendt, Zex. 
Soph. I. p. 551 f.),— Ocod TO dapov] ic. Ocod SApov To SHpor, 
God's gift is the gift in question (namely, the cecwopévov 
eivaı). Comp. already Bengel. — ov« EE Epywv] Parallel of 
aux EE tuav, hence to be completed by Eare cerwopévor (not 
by 70 Sapov Eorı), not from work-merit does it come that you 
have the salvation. The épya would exclude the wiorıs as 
the subjective condition of salvation (Rom. iii. 28, iv. 5, ix. 32; 
Gal. ii. 16, iii. 2), as €€ dua would exclude the xapıs as the 
objective cause of salvation, because it presupposes the idia 
dixacoovvn (Rom. x. 3). No doubt EE épywy excludes also 
the xapıs, as does likewise €£ tyay exclude the mieris; but 
the two elements opposed to the xapıs and the wlotis are, on 
occasion of the proposition 7 yap yapite . . . miorews, heli! 
apart after the manner of a formal parallelism. That, more- 
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over, the notion of the épya is determined not merely by the 
Jewish law, but—inasmuch as the readers were for the most 
part Gentile-Christians—also by the natural law (Rom. ii. 
14 f.), is self-evident. The proposition in itself, however, 
ovx EE Epywv, is so essential and universally valid a funda- 
mental proposition of the Pauline Gospel, and certainly so 
often expressed by the apostle among Jews and Gentiles, that 
the severe judgment as to its having no meaning, when laid 
down without reference to the Mosaic law, must appear un- 
founded (in opposition to de Wette). — iva] design of God in the 
relation indicated by ovd« EE Epywv, not ecbatic (Koppe, Flatt, 
Holzhausen). Comp. 1 Cor. i. 29, 31, and as regards the thing 
itself, Rom. iii. 27. Grotius aptly says: “quicquid est in 
flumine, fonti debetur,” which, however, is not to be limited 
merely to the prima gratia. See ver. 10; 2 Cor. x. 17; 
1 Cor. xv. 10. 

Ver. 10. Reason assigned for the previous ov« EE tuav... 
kavyno. If, namely, we are God’s woinua, our Messianic 
salvation cannot be of our own acquiring, but only God’s gift; 
and if we are created in Christ unto good works, how could 
merit of works (which would need to have been already 
acquired in the time anterior to this our creation) be the cause 
of our salvation, and subject of our own boasting? The 
argumentative stress lies consequently (1) on avrov, and 
(2) on «riodevres ; and then ofs Tponroluucev k.T.A. is an 
elucidation significantly bearing on «riodevres ev X. I. emi 
épy. ay., which makes the impossibility of pre-Christian merit 
of works thoroughly palpable. — atrod] with emphasis: His, 
just His work, and no other’s, are we. Comp. Hom. Od. x. 27: 
avTav yap amwAöned’ adpadinow. Winer, p. 140 [E.T. 193]. 
— oimpa, thing made (comp. Rom. i. 20), refers to the ethical 
creation (that of the new spiritual state of life), which the 
Christian as such has experienced (maAryyeveoia, Tit. iil. 5), 
not, as Tert. c. Marc. v. 17, Gregory of Nazianzus, Basil, and 
Photius would have it, to the physical creation (the spiritual 
being only introduced by #rio@evres x.7.d.), which is opposed 
to the context, as is also the combination of the two creations 
by Pelagius, Erasmus, Matthies, and Riickert: “as Christians 
we... are God’s work just as well, as in respect of our being 
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men at all” Only the form, in which the constituting of the 
new condition of life is expressed, is derived from the physical 
creation. — «rıiodevres] by God at our conversion.—év Xpioct@ 
'Inood] for el tus €v Xpıoro, kaw Kricws, 2 Cor. v. 17 ; Gal. 
vi. 15. Christ is the specific element of life, within which the 
ethical roinua ©eov has come to pass, but apart from which 
this creative process has not taken place. — émi Epyous ayadois] 
moral aim. On the thing itself, comp. Rom. viii. That, by 
uhich God prepares what is created by Him in Christ for 
this moral end, is the Holy Spirit, Rom. viii.; Gal. iii. 2; 
John ii. 5 f. Good works (not Epya vowov) are fruits of 
regeneration, different from Epywv, ver. 9.— eis mpontoip. © 
©eos] ois is to be taken, according to the usual attraction (see 
Winer, p. 147 f, [E. T. 203]), for & (Syriac, Gothic, Vulgate, 
Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Estius, Grotius, and others, 
including Harless, Matthies, Holzhausen, Olshausen, de Wette, 
Lamping, p. 87 f.; Bleek): which God hath before (previously 
to the «rıoevres) placed in readiness, in order that we might 
walk in them, that they might be the element in which our 
life-walk should take place (thy Em avrois amavorov oyéeow 
87Xot, Oecumenius). ‘Ihe prefixed rponr. has in the circum- 
stances significant emphasis. Paul conceives, namely, of the 
morally good works in which the walk of the Christian moves, 
as being already, even before his conversion, placed in readi- 
ness (Plut. Mor. p. 230 E; Joseph. Antt. xvii. 5, 6; LXX. Isa. 
xxvill. 24; Wisd. ix. 8) by God, namely, in His decree. 
And this could not but be the case, if God would create unto 
good works. For, if the converted man is God’s creature, 
then the moral activity of life, in which the specific nature of 
the xawn «rticıs is to manifest itself, and without which he 
would not be God’s moinpa and xriots, must likewise proceed 
from God; consequently, when the moral creative act (the 
regeneration) is accomplished, must already in God’s counsel 
and will be in such wise prepared and held ready for communi- 
cation, that it has to receive the new creature from its Creator, 
and in this way to work the works of God. Thus these good 
works following regeneration are as it were outflowings from 
a divine treasure beforehand placed in readiness, from which 
the regenerate man has received them, when he does them and 
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walks in them." The sense of the word mpoetoipdtew is 
changed, if it is explained only as to predestine (Augustine 
and others, including Harless, Lamping), which would be 
expressed by mpoopifew (see Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 339) ; 
and it is rationalized away, when Olshausen says that the 
circumstances and relations, under which it is possible to men to 
perform good works, are ordained by God. It is not of the 
circumstances which render the works possible, but of the 
works themselves, that Paul affirms that God has before placed 
them in readiness ; as accordingly, when they are accomplished, 
it is God who works the willing and working (Phil. ii. 13). 
According to Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 365, IL. 2, p. 294, 
the good works are once for all present in Christ, so that they 
need not to be brought forth first by us the individuals, but are 
produced beforehand, in order that our fellowship with Christ 
may be also a fellowship of His conduct—that our walk in Him 
may be a walk in them. But in this way Paul would have 
left the very point of the thought in mpontoiu. (namely, in 
Christ) unexpressed. _ Others take oés as dative of the destina- 
tion: unto which God hath prepared us (Luther, Clericus, 
Semler, Michaelis, Zachariae, Morus, Flatt, Meier, Schenkel, 
and others). In this case, va Ev avrois mepim. would by no 
means be a redundant and feeble tautology, as Harless sup- 
poses, but an emphatic epexegesis of ofs. But against this 
view it may be urged that Paul must necessarily, because 
the verb would be quite objectless, have added pds,’ the 
omission of which, considering the frequency of the attrac- 
tion of ois for a, could only have led the reader astray ; 
moreover, apo would receive no emphasis accordant with 
the prefixing of rponroin., inasmuch as the time of the 
mpoeroıpateıv would coincide with that of the xri£ew. 
Valla and Erasmus take ois as masculine: for whom He hath 
before appointed, that we, etc., to which also Riickert, although 
hesitating between this and the preceding explanation, is 

1 Explanations like that of Grotius ; ‘‘ praeparavit tum praes:ribendo formam 
operum tum dando Spiritum,” ete., fail of doing justice to the case by making 
po in aronz. synchronous with xeicbévees. 

? This also in opposition to Calovius, who takes o% in the ablative sense: 


‘‘quibus, sc. hactenus dictis . . . per justificationem et renovationem, pruc- 
paravit vel disposuit (nos), ut in operibus bonis ambulemus.” 
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inclined. But how arbitrarily in this way is ofs referred to 
what is more remote and different from avrois! and how 
changed is the literal sense of mpoerouageıw! Quite arbitrary 
and erroneous, finally, is the view of Bengel, Koppe, and 
Rosenmiiller, as also of Baumgarten-Crusius, that it is to be 
explained per Hebraismum (see, on the other hand, Fritzsche, 
ad Matth. p. 139) for év ols ta mepımarnowuev Tpont. © 
©eös, in which case Koppe and Rosenmüller make rpoero:- 
pate equivalent to velle, jubere !—According to Schwegler, 
in Zeller's Jahrb. 1844, p. 391; Baur, Paulus, p. 453, and 
de Wette, there is to be discovered in our passage the post- 
apostolic tendency to combine the doctrine of Paul (ov« é& 
épyev) with the Jewish-Christian view (that of James) con- 
cerning good works. As though the works were not in our 
passage too, as in all Pauline Epistles, based upon faith 
(observe, withal, év X. ’I.)!--The Pauline faith has always 
moral practice as its necessary vital activity, and this is con- 
sequently always the aim (not: ultimate aim) of the new 
creation wrought through faith by means of the Spirit. We 
may add that the good works, even at our passage-—where, 
moreover, they are traced back wholly to God as the author,— 
are so far from being the condition of justification, that, on the 
contrary, the dogmatic canon here receives full confirmation : 
“ Bona opera non praecedunt justificandum, sed sequuntur justi- 
ficatum.” Comp. Calovius. Aptly does Bengel remark on 
mepımar.: “ambularemus, non salvaremur aut viveremus.” The 
assertion, that here (and in Colossians) much greater import- 
ance is ascribed to good works than in the other letters 
of the apostle (Baur, newt. Theol. p. 270), is, looking even to 
vv. 7—9, incorrect. 

Ver. 11. 410] Therefore, because such exalted and unmerited 
benefits have been imparted to us (vv. 4-10). These benefits 
should move the reader to remember his former miserable 
heathen state (more, v. 8; Col. i. 21), in order the more 
gratefully to appreciate, by contrast with the past, the value 
of his present state. —örı more tpels ta €Ovn Ev capki] 
Neither re nor övres is to be supplied, but (observe the 
order critically vouched for: more üueis) ore is taken up again 
by the örı of ver. 12, and more by 7@ Kaip@ Ereivp, ver. 12 ; 
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while ra &Ovn év capxi is a descriptive definition to dyes, to 
which it is related by way of apposition, and of Aeyouevor 
&.T.A. is attributive definition to duets ta EOvn Ev vapki: that 
at one time ye, the Gentiles in the flesh, ye who (quippe qui) 
were named Foreskin ... that ye at that time, etc. — ta &Ovn 
ev capi] is closely connected as one conception, and hence 
without the article before Ev capi. This ev capxi is, as to 
its meaning, necessarily defined by the undoubted meaning of 
the following ev capxi; on which account it is neither to be 
taken, as a contrast to regeneration, of the former unholy life 
of the readers (Ambrosiaster, Calovius, Wolf, Holzhausen), nor 
as origine carnali, natalibus (Bucer, Grotius, Estius, Koppe, 
Rosenmiiller, Flatt), nor is it to be generalized into respectw 
status externt (Morus). It has reference to the foreskin. In 
the flesh, on account of the non-circumcised foreskin, the cha- 
racter ethnicus was inherent.—The ra éOvn &v o., with the 
article, designates the readers as to their category. The con- 
tempt, however, incurred in their pre-Christian state lies not 
in ra Edvn Ev a. (for this they still remained), but in the 
following of Aeyowevor x.7.r. ; although we may not, by mentally 
supplying (with Chrysostom and his successors) the contrast 
ovx Ev mveiuarı, make Ev capxt into an element of recom- 
mendation. — ot Aeyopevor . . . xeıpom.] is not to be placed 
in a parenthesis (Griesbach, Scholz), seeing that it is a con- 
tinued description of the Gentile state of the readers. As 
the €@vn 7H oapki, they were those designated by the name 
Foreskin ! And, then, the delineation of this despised rela- 
tion is brought to a yet higher climax when it is specified by 
whom they were thus reproachfully designated, namely, by the 
so-called Circumcision, which is made in the flesh with the hand. 
So low was the position you occupied! By those who bear 
the name of this surgical operation performed on the flesh 
(counterpart of the ideal circumcision, Rom. ii. 28 f.; Phil. 
iii. 3; Col. ii. 11; Acts vii. 51), and hence have by it in and 
of itself no pre-eminence at all, you must allow yourselves to 
be designated, for want of this external rite, with the reproach- 
ful name of Foreskin! Ev capi xeıpom. does not pertain to 
Aeyou., but is an addition of the apostle himself to Trepır., 
describing how the matter stands. The abstracta axpoß. and 
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meptt. do not here stand pro coneretis, but are stated names, 
by which the concretes were in accordance with their. peculiar 
character designated. Comp. 2 Thess. ii. 4: emi mavra Aeyo- 
pevov Ocov 7 céBacpua. The circumstance that Paul, instead 
of Umo THs Aeyouevns, has not again employed the plural 
expression UmO T@v Aeyouévwr, is to be explained by the fact 
that he wishes to indicate the repıroun as a name, which is 
not adequate to the idea of it in the case of the subjects 
so termed: by the so-called circumcision. The expression is 
depreciatory (comp. 1 Cor. viii. 5) as concerns the people who 
bore the name wepıroun; whereas of Aeyouevo, arpoßvoria 
would indicate not the conception of “so-called,” but, in a 
purely objective manner, the mentioned fact: “those called 
Foreskin ” (Heb. ix. 3). 

Ver. 12. As regards the construction, see on ver. 11. — 
To Kaip® ereivo] takes the place of the more, ver. 11, and 
means the pre-Christian, heathen period of the readers. On the 
dative of time without ev, see Winer, p. 195 f. [E. T. 273 £.]. 
— xopis Xpıorov] aloof from connection with Christ ; tor 
“xopis ad subjectum, quod ab objecto sejunctum est, re- 
fertur,” Tittmann, Synon. p. 94. It is dependent on „re as 
its first sad predicate, and does not belong, as a more precise 
definition, to the subject (“when ye were as yet without 
Christ,” Bleek), in which case it would in fact be entirely 
self-evident and superfluous. Jn how Jar the readers as 
Gentiles were without Christ, we are told in the sequel. 
They stood afar off and aloof from the theocratic bond, in 
which Christ would have been to them, in accordance with 
the promise, the object of their faith and ground of their 
salvation. If Paul had wished to express merely the negation 
of the Christian relation (ye were without knowledge of Christ; 
comp. Anselm, Calovius, Flatt), how tame and idle would this 
in itself have been! and, moreover, not in keeping with the 
connection of that which follows, according to which, as is 
already clear from ver. 11, Paul wishes to bring out the dis- 
advantage at which the readers, as Gentiles, had been placed 
in contradistinction to the Jews. Hence Grotius rightly in- 
dicates the relation as to contrast of ver. 12 to ver. 13: 
“Nune eum (Christum) non minus possidetis vos guam ii, 
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quibus promissus fuerat.” Riickert refers xopis X. to the 
activity of Christ under the O. T. previous to His incarnation, 
with an appeal to 1 Cor. x. 4. Comp. Olshausen (“ the im- 
manence of Christ as regards His divinity in Israel”). But 
TO Kaip@® Ereivw, in fact, applies to the pre-Christian lifetime 
of the readers, and thus comprises a time which was subsequent 
to the incarnation. Xpiotod means the historical Christ, so 
far as He was the very promised Messiah. The relation ywpis 
Xpiatov is described from the standpoint of the apostle, for 
whom the bond with the Messiah was the bond with Christ. 
— The charge that the author here makes an un-Pauline con- 
cession to Judaism (Schwegler, l.c. p. 388 f.) is incorrect, 
since the concession concerns only the pre-Christian relation. 
Comp. Rom. ix. 4, 5. A superiority of Judaism, in respect 
of the pre-Christian relation to Christianity, Paul could not but 
necessarily teach (comp. Acts iii. 25; Rom. i. 16, iii. 1f.; 
Gal, iii. 13 f.); but that Christianity as to its essential con- 
tents was Judaism itself, merely extended through the death of 
Christ to the Gentiles also, he has not taught either here or 
elsewhere ; in fact, the doing away of the law taught by him 
in this very passage is the very opposite thereof (in opposition 
to Baur, Paulus, p. 545; Christenth. der drei ersten Jahrh. 
p. 107). — amnMorpiwpevor «.7.r.] Comp. on azraddoTpiow, 
Dem. 255, 3; Polyb. i. 79. 6, i1..82. 9; often in the LXX. 
(Schleusner, Zhesaur. I. p. 325) and Josephus, Krebs, Obss. 
p- 326. The notion of aliew does not here (comp. also 
iv. 18; Col. i. 21) presuppose the existence of an earlier 
fellowship, but it was their status ethnicus itself,’ by which 
the readers were at one time placed apart from connec- 
tion with the woXıreia tod “Icpann, i.c. whereby this aAXo- 
rpıorns took place. The opposite: (6:01, oikeloı, avumoAltat 
(ver. 19). woAıreia signifies as well political constitution 
(204 11.3.6);: Plate, aPolit: vit ps'520, Bs Leggs iv. p. 712° Bs 
Arist. Polit. iii. 4. 1; Isoc. Zvag. viii. 10; Xen. Ages. i. 37 ; 
2 Mace. iv. 11, viii. 17) as right of citizenship (Herod. ix. 34, 
Dem.r61,:1.1 :pThues vii 1043; Diod., Sic. xti.515°3 Mace: 

1 Not, as Grotius would have it (whom Rosenmiiller follows) : the diversity of 


political institutions: ‘‘ In illa republiea a Deo instituta non modo honores non 
poteratis capere, sed nec pro civibus haberi ; adeo distabant instituta.” 
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iii. 21; Acts xxii. 28; Joseph. Anit. xii. 3.1). The latter 
signification is assumed by Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Bullinger, 
Michaelis, and others. But the idea of right of citizenship 
was for the apostle, himself a Roman citizen, as well as for 
the readers, a secular privilege, and one therefore foreign to 
the connection of our passage, where everything points to the 
theocracy, and this was the political constitution of the 
Israelites. — 70d ‘Icpaxji] The divine name of Jacob (Gen. 
xxxil. 28, xxxv. 10) is, according to the traditionally hallowed 
usage of the O. T., the theocratic name of his posterity, the 
Jewish people, Rom. ix. 6; 1 Cor. x. 18; Gal. vi.16,a/. The 
genitive, however, is not to be explained like dorv "Adnvav 
(Harless) ; for 6 'IopayX is the people, which has the polity. 
— kat Eévor rav Siabnkdy Tis érayy.| and foreign to the cove- 
nants of the promise (not belonging thereto); these words are 
to be taken together (in opposition to Ambrosiaster, Cornelius 
a Lapide, Morus, Rosenmiiller, and others, who attach ris 
erayy. to what follows); for only thus do the two elements 
belonging to each other and connected by «at, which serve 
for the elucidation of ywpis Xpiorod, stand in harmonious 
symmetry ; only in this way, likewise, is similar justice done 
to the two last particulars connected by xal—eArida pr) 
Exovres Kal Adeoı év TS Koowm—which in their very gener- 
ality and brevity carry the description of the Gentile misery 
to the uttermost point; only in this way, lastly, does &evou 
tov SiaOyxov acquire the characteristic colouring which it 
needs, in order not to appear tame after darnAAorp. T. TOK. 
r. Iop., for precisely in the characteristic ris erayy. lies the 
sad significance of the being apart from the moAıreia Tod 
"Iapanr. The covenants of the promise, i.e. the covenants with 
which the promise car’ é£oynv, namely, that of the Messianic 
salvation (Rom. ix. 4; Gal. iii.), was connected, are the cove- 
nants made with Abraham (Gen. xii. 2 f., 7, xiii. 15, xv. 18, xvii. 
20, xxii. 16 ff.) and repeated with the other patriarchs (Gen. 
xxvi. 2 ff., xxviii. 13 ff.), as also the covenant formed with the 
people through Moses. The latter is here (it is otherwise at 
tom. ix. 4, where there specially follows 1) vouodecia) neither 
excluded (Riickert, Harless, Olshausen, and others), seeing that 
this covenant also had the promise of Messianic life (0 toujoas 


CHAP. II. 12. 123 


avta &noeraı Ev avrois, Gal. iii. 12), nor exclusively meant 
(Elsner and Wolf, as was already suggested by Beza). Either 
is arbitrary, and against the latter there may be urged 
specially the plural, as well as the eminent importance which 
Paul must have attributed to the patriarchal covenants in 
particular. On £evos with a genitive (Kühner, II. p. 163), 
comp. Xen. Cyr. vi. 2.1; Soph. Oed. R. 219; Plato, Apol. 
p. 17 D, al. — eAmida um Ex. x. adeoı Ev TO «.] consequence 
of the preceding amnAXorp..... erayy., and in what a tragic 
climax ! The very generality of the expressions, inasmuch as it 
is not merely a definite hope (Paul did not write t7v &Xrida) 
and a definite relation to God that are denied, renders these 
last traits of the picture so dark !— éAmida] Bengel: “ Si pro- 
missionem habuissent, spem habuissent illi respondentem.” 
But in this way Paul must have written nv eXmida. No, 
those shut out from the promise are for the apostle men witk- 
out hope at all; they have nothing to hope for, just because 
they have not to hope for the promised salvation. Comp. 
1 Thess. iv. 13. Every explanation of a definite hope (of the 
resurrection and life everlasting, Bullinger, Grotius, and many; 
of the promised blessings, Estius; of deliverance, Harless ; 
comp. Erasmus and others) conflicts with the absence of the 
article, and weakens the force of the picture. — un Exovres] 
pn is not to be explained from the dependence of the thought 
on what immediately precedes (“foreign to the covenants of 
the promise, without having hope,’ as Harless would take it), 
by which the independence of the element EA. un Ex. would be 
sacrificed to the injury of the symmetry and force of the pas- 
sage ; but the subjectivity of the negation results from uvnuo- 
veveTe, OTL... #/Te, in accordance with which un éyovres is a fact 
now conceived in the recollection of the readers (comp. Kühner, 
II.§ 715,3). The px refers the EA. un &x. to the conception 
of the subject of the governing verbum sentiendi (uvnpoveverte). 
— decor] the lowest stage of Gentile misery. We may ex- 
plain the word (see, generally, Diog. Laert. vii, 119; Sturz 
in the Comm. soc. phil. Lips. IL. p. 65 ff.; Meier in the Hall. 
Encykl. I. 24, p. 466 ff.), which occurs only here in the N. T., 
and not at all in the LXX. or Apocrypha, either: not believing 
in God, atheists (Plato, Apol. p. 26C; Lucian, Alex. 25; 
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Aelian, V. H. ii, 31; comp. Ignat. ad Trall. 10: @Geou övres, 
rovreotiv amictot), or yodless, impii, reprobate (Plato, Legg. 
xii. p. 966 E; Xen. Anab. ii. 5. 39; Pindar, Pyth. iv. 288), 
or: without God, sine Deo (Vulgate), i.e. without divine help, 
without the protection and assistance of God (Soph. Oed. R. 
633: aOeos, abıros, comp. 254). The last-mentioned sense, 
as yielding the saddest closing predicate (comp. a@ee/, Hom. 
Od. xviii. 352; Mosch. 11. 148), is here to be preferred. The 
Gentiles had gods, which, however, were no gods (Acts xix. 26, 
xiv. 15; Gal. iv. 8); but, on the contrary, what they worshipped 
and honoured as divinities, since the forsaking of the natural 
knowledge of God (Rom. i. 19 ff.), were demons (1 Cor. x. 20); 
so that for them with all their devoidanovia (Acts xvii. 22) 
God was really wanting, and they apart from connection with 
God’s grace and help lived on in a God-forsaken state. Paul 
might have written @eoctvyets, as at Rom. i. 30, but he con- 
tinues in the stream of negative designations, which gives to his 
picture an elegiac colouring. — év TH koouw] is referred by 
Calovius and Koppe to the preceding elements as a whole. 
But in this way it would have something of a dragging 
effect, whereas it attaches itself with force and suggestiveness 
to the bare deo, whose tragical effect it serves to deepen. 
Only it must not be explained, even when so connected, with 
Koppe: “inter ceteros homines, in his terris, in which sense 
it would be devoid of significance. Nay rather, profane 
humanity (observe the contrast to the roArreia tod ’Iopann), 
the Gentile world, was the unhallowed domain, in which the 
readers in former time existed without God. It adds to the 
ungodly How the ungodly Where. Olshausen explains: “in 
this evil world, in which one has such urgent need of a sure 
hope, a fast hold to the living God;” but this is dmported, 
since no predicate stands beside koouw. According to Rückert, 
it is to form a contrast to @@eoı, and that in the sense: “in the 
world, of which the earth is a part, and which stands under 
God’s government.” 3ut Paul must have said this, if he had 
meant it (by év TO kooumw Tod Oecod, or something similar). 

1 So in substance also Grotius: ‘ per omnes terrarum oras verum Deum, 


mundi sc. opificem, aut ignorabatis, aut certe non colebatis, sed pro eo Deos ab 
hominibus fictos,” 
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Oecumenius and Meier: &v 77 Kata Tov mapovra Biov moXı- 
tela, etc. This would be expressed by kata tov Koopov, — 
The question, we may add, whether the éAriéa... koouw 
applies to all Gentiles, not even a Socrates or a Plato excepted, 
is, in the view of the apostle, to be answered affirmatively, at 
all events in general (Rom. iii. 10 ff, xi. 16 ff; 1 Cor. 1.19 ff), 
but has only an indirect application here, since the apostle is 
speaking of his readers, whom he describes as to their category. 
That, if the subject of his discourse had called for it, he would 
have known how to set limitations to his general judgment, 
may be assumed of itself, and in accordance with Rom. ii. 14 f. 
Comp. Acts xvii. 28. 

Ver. 13. But now in Christ Jesus ye, once afar off, are made 
nigh by the blood of Christ. — vuvi 6é] contrast to T6 Kaipo 
éxeive, ver. 12: but as your relation now stands. Comp. Rom. 
vi. 22, vii. 6; Col. i. 21, iii. 8. — ev Xpicte 'Inood] not to 
be supplemented by éoré (Baumgarten-Crusius), nor yet a 
more precise definition of vuw (Rückert: “under the new 
constitution, founded by Christ”), in which case several, pro- 
ceeding more accurately, supply övres (Calvin: “ postquam in 
Christo estis recepti,’ Koppe, Harless, Bleek). But such a 
more precise definition would be very unnecessary, and would 
have significant weight only if a special emphasis rested upon 
ev as in contradistinetion to ywpis, ver. 12, which, however, 
cannot be the case, since there is not again used merely ev 
Xpicte, but ev Xpioro 'Incod. The ev Xpicte@ *Inood 
eivaı of the readers, moreover, was not prior to the eyyvs 
éyevnOnte, but its immediate consequence; hence we should 
have at least to explain it, not: postguam in Christo estis 
recepti, but: cum in Christo sitis recepti, wherewithal there 
would still remain the very unnecessary character of this more 
precise definition, or of this conditional accessory clause (de 
Wette). Accordingly ev Xp. 'I. is to be connected with éyyvs 
eyevnd.: ye are in Christ Jesus, in whom this has its efficient 
cause, made near ; and ev T@ aivate Tod Xp. is then the 
more precise definition of the mode of ev Xp. I. Comp. da 
Tou alyaros avtod, i. 7. Hence we have not to place a comma, 
as Lachmann and Tischendorf have done, either before or after 
ev Xp. ‘I, — 'Inooö] could not be added at ver. 12, but might 
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be added here, where the Christ who historically appeared in the 
person of Jesus is intended. — paxpayv] figurative description 
of the same relation as was expressed in ver. 12 by arnX- 
Aotpımwuevo THS Todt. TOV 'Iop., and EEvoı tov Scabye. 
THs Emayy. — eyyüs Eyevnd. ev tH alu. t. Xp.] For, by the 
fact that Christ shed His blood, the separation of the Gentiles 
from the Jews was done away, and consequently the fellowship 
of the former with the community of God’s people (which 
the true Christian Israel henceforth was) was effected. See 
ver. 14 ff. The bringing to participation in the blessings of 
the theocracy is, after the precedent of Isa. xlix. 1, lvii. 19, 
expressed often also among the Rabbins by the figurative 
propinguum facere (which with them is, with special frequency, 
equivalent to proselytum facere), and in that case the subject 
to whom the approach is made is always to be derived from 
the context; as eg. Vayikra R. 14, where God, and Mechilta, 
f. 38. 12, where, as here, the theocracy is to be thought of. 
See, in general, the passage in Wetstein and Schöttgen, Horae, 
p. 761 ff. — éyyds yiveodaı, to come near; only here in the 
N. T., frequent in the classic writers (Xen. Anub. v. 4. 16, 
iv. 7.23; Thue. ii. 40. 6). 

Ver. 14.’ Confirmatory elucidation to ver. 13, especially as 
to the element implied in the ev Xpicté "Incod, and more 
precisely in the ev r@ aluar. tod Xpıorod. — autos] ipse ; as 
regards His own person, is not put in opposition to the thought 
of ourselves having made the peace (Hofmann), which is in 
fact quite foreign to the passage; but—and what a triumph 
of the certainty and completeness of the blessing obtained 
is therein implied !—“ non modo pacificator, nam sui impensa 
pacem peperit et ipse vinculum est utrorumque,” Bengel. See 
what follows. Observe also the presence of the article in 9 
eipnvn, denoting the peace cat’ e£oxnv (Buttmann, neut. Gr. 
p. 109 [E. T. 125]); He is for us the peace absolutely, the 
absolute contrast to the é€y@pa, ver. 15. The Rabbinical 
passages, however, in which the Messiah (comp. Isa. ix. 6) is 
called oby (Wetstein in loc. ; Schöttgen, Horae, II. p. 18), do 
not bear on this passage, since in them the point spoken of is 


' «Ver, 14-18 ipso verborum tenore et quasi rhythmo canticum imitatur,” 
Bengel. 
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not, as here,' the peace between Jews and Gentiles. — 6 moıjcas 
K.T.A.] quwippe qui fecit, etc, now begins the more precise 
information, how Christ has become Himself our peace. — ra 
appotepa] the two [Germ. das Beides], i.e. the two existing 
parts, the Jews and Gentiles. The neuter expression corre- 
sponds to the following év. Nothing is to be supplied (Grotius: 
yévn). — €v] not so, that one part assumed the nature of the 
other, but so that the separation of the two was done away 
with, and both were raised to a new unity. That was the 
union of the divine oixovowia. See the sequel. Comp. Col. 
11:18; Galyaiiy 28 Rom -x.- 12" '1 Cortxine 13 5 John 
x. 16.— kai TO neooroıyov tod dp. dAvVcas] is related to the 
foregoing as explicative of it (ai, see Winer, p. 388 [E. T. 546] ; 
Fritzsche, Quaest. Luc. p. 9f.). Tod gpayywod is genitive of 
apposition: the partition-wall, which consisted in the (well- 
known) fence. What is meant by this, we are then told by 
means of the epexegetic nv éy@pav; hence Paul has not by 
the figurative 70 neoor. Tod dpaypyod Avcas merely wished to 
express the (negative) conception that Christ has done away with 
the isolation of the O. T. commonwealth, as Hofmann, Schrift- 
bew. II. 1, p. 375, holds, refining on TO peoor. T. pp., and 
connecting tiv éyOpayv with xatapyjoas. De Wette censures 
the “extreme tameness” of the explanation, according to which 
TO peooT. K.T.A. is taken not as a designation of the law, but 
as a preliminary designation of the éy@pa. But the twofold 
designation of the matter, describing it first figuratively and 
then properly, is in keeping with the importance of the idea, 
the direct expression of which produces after the previous 
figure an effect the more striking.— To take the genitive in 
an adjectival sense, as equivalent to TO pecotovyov dlabparcov 
(Vorstius, Grotius, Morus, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Meier, and 
others), is wrong, because the characteristic adjective notion 
is implied in TO pecdtoryov (paries intergerinus, found else- 
where only in Eratosthenes quoted by Athen. vii. p. 281 D, 
in Hesychius under ca7dup, and in the Fathers”), which has 


1 In opposition to Hofmann, Sehriftbew. Il. 1, p. 374, who, at variance with 
the context, understands zip primarily in relation to God ; similarly Calovius 
and others, 

? In Athen. Le. it is masculine: tov ris Adovns zul dperns mecaro1Z ov. 
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been felt also by Castalio and Beza, inasmuch as they errone- 
ously translated it as though tov dpaypov Tod ueoorolyov were 
used. A reference, we may add, to a definite dpayuos, which 
underlies the figurative expression, is not to be assumed, since 
the words furnish nothing of the sort, and any kind of fence 
serving as a partition-wall illustrates the €y@pa. Some have 
thought of the stone screen which in the temple-enclosure 
marked off the court of the Gentiles, and the inscription of 
which forbade every Gentile from farther advance (Josephus, 
Bell. v. 5. 2, vi. 2. 4; Antt. vii. 3. 2 f., xv. 11. 5, al.; Middoth,; 
il. 3). So Anselm, Ludoy. Cappellus, Hammond, Bengel, 
Wetstein, Krebs, Bretschneider, Holzhausen, and others. But 
at most this could only be assumed, without arbitrariness, if 
that screen had statedly borne the name of ¢payyos. Other 
references, still more foreign to the matter, which have been 
introduced, such as to the Jewish districts in large towns, 
which were marked off by a wall or otherwise (Schottgen 
and others), may be seen in Wolf. Among the Rabbins, too, 
the figure of a fence is in very frequent use. See Buxtorf, 
s.v. YD.— Adcas] in the sense of throwing down (Wetstein, 
ad Joh. ji. 19), belongs to the figure, and is not chosen on 
account of the tv éy8pay which does not come in till after- 
wards, although it would be chosen switably thereto (see 
Wetstein 7m Jloc.).—It has been wrongly designated as an 
un-Pauline idea, that Christ through His death should have 
united the Jews and Gentiles by means of the abolition of 
the law (see Schwegler, /.c. p. 389 f.). This union has in fact 
taken place as a raising of both into a higher unity, vv. 16, 
18, 21; hence that doctrinal principle is sufficiently 
explained from the destination of Paul as the apostle to the 
Gentiles and his personal experience, and from his own 
elsewhere attested universalism, and need not have as a 
presupposition the post-apostolic process of development on 
the part of the church gradually gathering itself out of 
heterogeneous elements into a unity, so as to betray a later 
“ catholicizing tendency ” (Baur). 

Ver. 15. Ti &xdpav] This, still included in dependence 
upon Aveas, is now the perotoryov broken down by Christ: 
(namely) the enmity. It is, after the example of Theodoret 
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(comp. rıves in Chrysostom), understood by the majority 
(including Luther, Calvin, Bucer, Clarius, Grotius, Calovius, 
Morus, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Meier, Holzhausen, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, de Wette) of the Mosaic law as the cause of the enmity 
between Jew and Gentile, in which case the moral law is by 
some included, by others excluded. But, in accordance with 
ver. 14, the reader is led to nothing else than the opposite of 
eipyvn, ü.e. to the abstract enmity; and in the sequel, indeed, 
the abolition of the law is very definitely distinguished from 
the destruction of the enmity (as means from end). Hence the 
only mode of taking it, in harmony with the word itself and 
with the context, is: the enmity which existed between Jews 
and Gentiles, comp. ver. 16. So Erasmus, Vatablus, Estius, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, and others, including Riickert and 
Bleek; while Hofmann turns the notion of €y@pa into the 
mere amaddotpiwais of ver. 12, and, referring it to the 
estrangement on the part of the Gentiles towards the theocracy 
hated by them, removes the distinctive mark of reciprocal- 
ness demanded by the context. Quite erroneously, Chry- 
sostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, and lately Harless, hold 
that the enmity of the Jews and Gentiles towards God is 
meant. In accordance with the context, ver. 14, the wecorouyov 
can, in fact, only be one separating the Jews and Gentiles 
jrom each other, and not something which separates both from 
God; and how mistaken is such a view also on account ot 
what follows! for the Mosaic law might be conceived of as 
producing enmity towards God so far doubtless as the Jews 
are eoucemed (1 Cor xv.2 56eaRemiiy 20) vals ~ Gal. 
ili, 19), but never as respects the Gentiles, who stood aloof 
from all relation to the Mosaic law (Rom. ii. 12).— & 77 
capxi avrod] does not belong (as Lachmann also punctuates 
it) to Tv €y@pay, so that “ the national hatred in His people” 
would be meant (Chrysostom, Bugenhagen, Schulthess, Zingel- 
welt, p. 193); nor yet to Avcas (Oecumenius, Beza, Calvin, 
Grotius, Riickert, and others), because in that case this men- 
tion of the death of Jesus would be irrelevantly dissevered 
from the modal definition tov vouov karapyncas, to which, in 
the nature of the case, it belongs as an essential element; but 
it stands with an emphasis suitable to the context (comp. avdros 
Meyer. —Epn. I 
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yap, ver. 14) at the head of the specification that now follows, 
in what way Christ has effected what was said in ver. 14 by 
aurös yap éotw... €xOpav: so that He by His flesh has done 
away with the law, namely, when He allowed His flesh to be 
crucified (Col. i. 21 f.), dissolved thereby the tie with the law 
that brought men under curse (see on Gal. iii. 15), and thus 
opened up the justification through faith (Rom. ii. 21 ff), 
whereby the institute of the law was emptied of its binding 
power (comp. Rom. x. 4 ff, vii. 1 ff.; Col. ii. 14). The moral 
commands also of the law had thereby, while not ceasing to be 
valid, ceased to be held as constituent elements of the law- 
institute as such justifying in the way of compliance with it ; and 
its fulfilment, and that in augmented power, now proceeds from 
the new vital principle of faith (Rom. viii. 4), on which account 
Christ, although He is the end of the law (Rom. x. 4; comp. 
2 Cor. iii. 11), could nevertheless say that He had come to 
fulfil the law (Matt. v. 17), and Paul could assert: vopov 
iot@pev, Rom. iii. 31. Hofmann imports into the &v 77 capxi 
avrod the thought: in and with the doing away of His life 
in the flesh, in respect of which He was an Israelite, Christ has 
rendered the appertaining to His community independent of 
the religious -legal status of an Israelite. As though the 
atoning death of Christ, in the usual dogmatic sense of the 
apostle, had not been most distinctly indicated already before 
by the ev ro alnarı tod Xpıorov, ver. 13, as aiterwards by 
the amorararda&n «.TA., ver. 16, and by the mpocayayn, 
ver. 18! This meaning is not here, any more than at Col. 
i. 21 f., to be exegetically modified or explained away. — Tov 
evroA@v Ev Ööynacı] to be taken together, yet not in such a 
way that ev stands for ovv (Flatt) or «al (Koppe, Rosen- 
müller), but as: the law of the commandments consisting in 
injunctions, whereby the dictatorial character of the legal 
institute (as a whole, not merely partially, as Schenkel 
imports) is exhibited. The genitive tav EvroA@v denotes 
the contents of the law, and év Öoypacı the essential form in 
which the evroxai are given. The connecting link of the 
article (r@v) before ev Öoynacı was not requisite, since we 
may correctly say: evreAXeodai te Ev Soywate or EvroAnv 
dıöovaı Ev Soypate, and therefore EvroAn Ev Soywate may be 
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conjoined so as to form one conception.’ Comp. on iii. 13; 
Rom. vi. 4; Gal. iv. 14, iii. 26. This view of the connection 
is adopted, after the precedent of many older expositors, by 
Rickert, Matthies, Meier, Winer, pp. 123, 197 [E. T. 169, 
257], Bisping, Schenkel, Bleek.” Comp. also Buttmann, newt. 
Cr. p. 80 [E. T. 92]. If one should, with the Syriac, Arabic, 
Vulgate, Pelagius, Chrysostom and his successors, Theodore 
of Mopsuestia, Grotius, Estius, Bengel, Holzhausen, and others, 
including Fritzsche, Diss. in 2 Cor. ii. p. 168 f., refer &v 
doy. to karapyncas, there would result—even apart from the 
fact that with our mode of connecting Ev 77 capxi auto, this 
construction is not even possible—the wholly untrue and 
un-Pauline thought that Christ has through injunctions abolished 
the law. No doubt some have imputed to év Ööyuacı the 
sense praccepta stabiliendo (Fritzsche), in doing which they 
had in view the evangelical doctrine of faith and the gratia 
universalis (see Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Estius, Bengel, and others). But even thus the 
sense remains untrue and un-Pauline, seeing that the doing 
away of the law has taken place not at all in a doctrinal way, 
but by the fact of the death of Christ (Rom. vii. 1 f.; Gal. 
iii. 13; Col. ii. 14). And what a change would be made in 
the meaning of the word ööypa, which in the N. T. signifies 
throughout nothing else than injunetion (Col. 11.4; Luke ii. 1; 
Acts xvii. 7, xvi. 4; comp. Plat. Legg. i. p. 644 D; Xen. 
nad, i.°3.: 5, vi. 6.8; Dem. 774. 19; Herodian, i, 7. 6; 
4 Mace. iv. 23 f.)! The distinction ought not to have been 
overlooked between evroAn and dorypa, which latter puts the 
meaning of the former into the more definite form of the 


1 There is consequently no need whatever for the evasive view of Theile (in 
Winer’s Zxeget. Stud. I. p. 188 ff.), which is arbitrary and makes the meaning 
of the expression simply ambiguous, that Paul has not added the article, because 
éy dayu. is to be conceived of in the like relation to röv vorov as to rar ivrorwy. 

2 Several of the older expositors, nevertheless, explained: legem mandatorum 
in decretis sitam (Erasmus, comp. Castalio, Beza, Calvin, and others), so that 
they connected iv dsyg. with dv vorov. But in that case 5» must of necessity 
have stood before iv 3éyu.. And to excuse the absence of the article ‘‘ ob con- 
geriem articulorum” (Erasmus) is arbitrary. How often have classical writers 
accumulated articles! Plato, Phileb. p. 33 A; Dem. Ol. iii. 11, and many 
others. They avoid only the coming together of the same article, e.g. ro +6 
(Stallbaum, od Plat. Rep. pp. 332 C, 598 B). 
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enjoining decree. A peculiar view is taken by Havless (fol- 
lowed by Olshausen) likewise connecting ev doyu. with 
Katapynoas, and holding that év denotes the “ side on which 
that efficacy of the death of Christ exerts itself;” Christ did 
not render the law ineffectual in any such capacity as oKvav 
TOV ueAAöVTwv, Or as TaLdaywyov eis Kpıorov, but on the side 
of the Soypata (“in reference to the commanding form of its 
precepts,” Olshausen). Incorrectly, because doyuacı must of 
necessity have had the article, and because it is nowhere 
taught that the law is done away only in a single respect. The 
Mosaic legal institute as such, and not merely from a certain 
side, has in Christ its end (Rom. x. 4); the oxıa T@v peddov- 
tov in the law has only a transient typical destination (see 
on Col. ii. 17), and the work of the raıdaywyds is at an end 
with the attainment of maturity on the part of his pupils 
(Gal. iii. 24 f). Incorrect also is the view of Hofmann, 
p. 377, who, likewise taking ev öoyuacı as modal definition 
to xarapynoas, and for the expression with ev comparing 
1 Cor. ii. 7, finds the meaning: by the very fact that Christ 
has put an end to precepts generally, He has invalidated the 
O. T. law of commandments. The statement that Christ has 
put an end to ddypata generally, i.e. to commanding precepts 
in general, is at variance with the whole N. T., which contains 
numberless definite commands, and, in particular, with the 
teaching of Paul, who even places Christianity as a whole 
under the point of view, Rom. iii. 27, ix. 31, Gal. vi. 2, 1 Cor. 
ix. 21, of a vcyos (which, without doynara, is not at all 
conceivable'), and specially with Col. ii. 14. Paul would at 
least have made a limiting addition to év Öoypacı, and have 
written something like év Öoypacı Sovdelas (comp. Rom. 
viii. 15; Gal. iv. 24, v. 1). — iva rods öVo ... eipyvmv] a state- 
ment of the object aimed at in the just expressed abrogation 
of the law, which statement of aim corresponds to what has 
been said concerning Christ in ver. 14, more precisely defining 
and confirming the same. Harless arbitrarily passes over what 
immediately precedes, and holds that iva’... eipyvmv expresses 
the design of 6 moıycas Ta auborepa év, in which case too, we 


I The 3yuere of Christianity are the true a: razévra doyuare, Plato, Theaet. 
p. 158 D. 
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may add, there would result a tautological relation of the 
thought. — rovs öVo] The Jews and Gentiles, who before were 
designated in accordance with the general category under a 
neuter form, are here conceived of concretely as the two men 
under discussion, of whom the one is the totality of the Jews, 
and the other that of the Gentiles, out of which two men Christ 
has made a single new man. This is the collective subject of 
the caw Krioıs, Gal. vi. 15 (the whole body of Christians). 
— ev Eavro| is neither, with Grotius, to be taken as: per 
doctrinam suam, nor, with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and 
others, as equivalent to 8’ &avrod (Oecumenius: ov du ayyéXov 
N av Tiav Övvauewv), but it affirms that the unity to be 
brought about out of the two by the new creation was to be 
founded in Christ Himself, that is, was to have the basis of 
its existence and continuance in Him, and not in any other 
unifying principle whatever. In the case, namely, of all indi- 
viduals, from among the Jews and Gentiles, wha form the one 
new man, the death of Christ is that, wherein this new unity 
has its causal basis; withcut the death of the cross it would 
not exist, but, on the contrary, the two would still be just in 
the old duality and separation as the Jew and the Greek. 
Calvin well remarks that i se ipso is added, “ ne alibi quam 
in Christo unitatem quaerant.” Comp. Gal. iii. 28. This 
union, negatively conditioned by the abolition of the law, and 
having its basis in the self-sacrifice of Christ, is positively. 
accomplished as regards the subjects through the Spirit, 
1 Cor. xii. 13. Comp. subsequently ver. 18. But objectively 
accomplished—namely, as a fact before God and apart from 
the subjective appropriation by means of the Spirit—it is 
already by virtue of the death, which Christ has undergone 
for the reconciliation of both parties, Jews and Gentiles, with 
God; see ver. 16. — xaıvov] For this one is now neither Jew 
nor Greek, which the two, out of which the one has been 
made, previously were; but both portions have laid aside 
their former religious and moral attitude, and without further 
distinction have obtained the quite new nature conditioned 
by Christian faith. If «aıwvov had not been added, the eis 
avßpwrros might be incorrectly conceived of as an amalgam of 
Jew and Gentile. To exclude, we may add, from xaıvov the 
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moral element (Meier, comp. Riickert) is not merely arbitrary, 
but, according to the apostolic way of looking at matters, even 
impossible, 2 Cor. v. 17; Gal. iv. 27, vi. 14 f, v. 6. — rowdy 
eipnvnv] Present participle, because the establishment of peace 
as what was duly to set in with the designed new creation, 
was implied in the very scope thereof; it was that which 
was to be brought about im and with it. Observe that moıwv 
eipnvnv is spoken from the standpoint of the design expressed 
in iva tovs dvo «.r.A., and is included as belonging to what is 
designed ; consequently: so that He (by this new creation) 
makes peace (not made peace). eipynvn is, in accordance with 
the context, the opposite of éy@pa, ver. 15, consequently peace 
of the two portions with each other, not: with God (Harless), 
nor: mpos Tov ©eöv kal mpös aAdnAovs (Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius). 

Ver. 16. Continuation of the sentence expressive of the 
design. Christ has by His death done away with the law, in 
order to make the Jew and the Gentile into one new man (ver. 
15), and (and consequently) so to accomplish the reconciliation of 
both with God, that they should as one body be reconciled with God 
through the cross, after He has slain thereon the enmity which 
hitherto existed between them. — kai] is the and of the sequence 
of thought; from what was before said resulted the way and 
manner of the reconciliation of the two with God; hence also 
atoxatanrxr. is prefixed. — amoxatadrdoow, only here and 
Col. i. 20; in the other Greek writings only xata\Xacoe is 
preserved, which is not distinguished from dva\dAdoow (in 
opposition to Tittmann, Synon. p. 101; see Fritzsche, ad Rom. 
I. p. 276 ff.). The composition with dé may, after the 
analogy of other compounds with azo (comp. armoxaliornut, 
amoxatopOow, al.), denote again (Calvin: “reduxerit in unum 
sregem,” also Harless), but it may also (comp. arodavuado, 
amodepareiw, al.) strengthen the notion of the reconciliation. 
The latter is better adapted to the context (ev Evi awuarı; 
and see ver. 18). In opposition to Hofmann’s conversion of 
the notion into that of the restoration of fellowship with God, 
see on Col. i. 20. We may add that amoxatadxr. does not 
apply to the mutwal reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles 
(Grotius, according to whom r® Qe@ is then equivalent to ut 
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Deo serviant N), but, as the express T® Oew says (Rom. v. 10; 
2 Cor. v. 18, 20), to the reconciliation of both with God, whose 
wrath, namely, against sinners Christ has by His (Naornpıov 
changed into grace. Comp. on Col.i. 21; 2 Cor. v.18; Rom. 
v. 10.— Tovs audorépous] not again Tovs dvo, because they are 
now conceived as united, comp. vv. 14, 18.— év Evi owparı] 
is held by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Beza, Calovius, 
Calixtus, Wolf, Bengel, Zachariae, Koppe, Flatt, Riickert, 
Matthies, Harless, Hofmann, Lechler, and others, to be the body 
of Christ ; by the offering up of one body both are reconciled 
with God. But how superfluous in that case would the ova 
Tov otavpod be!! Moreover, Christ is in fact the subject, 
and how could it be said of Christ that by a single body He 
has reconciled both with God, or—as Hofmann gives to the 
meaning a turn quite departing from the N. T. and especially 
the Pauline doctrine of atonement—that He has made a single 
body (His body, namely) to be their unity embracing them 
in the like fellowship of God, since in fact the case of a 
plurality of bodies on the part of Christ was not even as an 
abstraction conceivable? This inappropriateness, hardly ex- 
cusable by the reference to tovs adudotépovs, and not removed 
by the pure invention of a contrast to the many bodies 
offered up under the O. T. (Calovius), would only cease to be 
felt, if God were the subject, so that Paul might say that God 
had by the surrender of one body reconciled the two (2 Cor. 
v. 18; Col. i. 21) with Himself. Hence Ambrosiaster, Oecu- 
menius, Photius, Anselm, Erasmus, Bucer, Calvin, Piscator, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, Grotius, Michaelis, Morus, and 
others, including Meier, Holzhausen, Olshausen, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, de Wette, Winer, Bleek, have rightly found in &v capa 

1 Hofmann, after Tertull. ce. Marc. v. 17, attaches it to the following érox-., 
by which, however, the emphasis that manifestly lies on @#oxr. is pushed for- 
ward to diz rod oraupod. 

2 “Tn His person subsists the newness of human nature for them, and in His 
body, wherein [as a bodily living man] He has gone unto God, they have the 
place where mankind is restored to communion with God,” Hofmann, p. 380. 
With this explaining away of the atonement it was no doubt consistent to con- 
nect da rod cravpod with &woxr., and to refer back iv airs to the ty apa. The 
simply correct rendering is given, e.g., in the version of Castalio: ‘* wt in sese ex 


duobus conderet unum novum hominem faciendo pacem, et ambos uno in corpore 
reconciliaret Deo per crucem peremtis in ea inimicitis.” 
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the unum corpus, which is formed of the Jews and Gentiles 
united into a eis xaıvos avdpwmos. Comp. on év a@ua, kom. 
w12;.1:Cor. x 17; Eph. iv..4; Col a5. ‚Chnsbass 
reconciled the two in one body, i.e. constituting one body with- 
out further separation—the two portions of humanity as one 
whole—unto God. How entirely is this mode of taking it 
in keeping with the whole context! See especially vv. 15, 14. 
— amokreivas Thy ExOpav Ev auro] after he shall have slain, 
etc.; for it is inserted in the second half of the affirmation of 
design which begins with the wa of ver. 15, so that it is 
correlative to the moıwv eipyvny of the first half. On arorr. 
Grotius correctly observes: “idem hic valet, quod modo Avcas, 
sed crucis facta mentione, aptior fuit translatio verbi dazrox- 
reivas, quia crux mortem adfert.” And the éy@pa (here per- 
sonified) is not to be explained otherwise than in ver. 14; hence 
not the Jaw (Michaelis, Koppe, Holzhausen), nor the hostile 
relation of the Jews and Gentiles towards God (most expositors, 
including Riickert, Meier, Harless, Hofmann), but the enmity 
of the two towards each other. The aim of the apostle was 
not to explain the nature of the atonement in general as such, 
but to show how Christ has reconciled with God the Jews and 
Gentiles combined into unity, and to this end it was pertinent 
to say that He had cancelled the enmity which had hitherto 
subsisted between them. The aorist participle, we may add, 
affirms not something simultaneous with aroxaraAX. (ita ut 
inter ficerct), but something preceding (after that He has slain), so 
that the relation of time is conceived of otherwise than in the 
case of the correlative roı@v eipyyny, ver. 15. Paul, namely, 
has conceived the matter thus: Christ has desired by His 
death on the cross to cancel the mutual enmity between Jews 
and Gentiles (see on ver. 15), and then by means of this 
death to reconcile both, who should now in this manner be 
united into one aggregate, ev Evi awuarı with God. In reality 
these are indeed only different sides of the effect of the death of 
Christ on the cross, not separate and successive effects ; but in 
the representation unfolding the subject, in which Paul will 
here, as in a picture, set the matter before us in its various 
elements, they appear so, and this is in keeping with the 
whole solemn pathos which is shed over the passage. — ev 
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auto] ü.e. on the cross. The reference to owuarı (Bengel, 
Semler, Hofmann, following Tertullian) falls with the correct 
explanation of Ev Evi c@patt. The reading Ev éavtad (F G, 
115, codd. in Jer. Arab. pol. Vulg. It. Goth. Syr. p. Ambr. 
Aug.) would yield the same sense as that reference to c@patu, 
but is a conformation to ver. 15, in accordance with which 
Luther also translated “ through Himself.” 

Ver. 17. After Christ has established peace, He has come 
and has also proclainved it, to the Gentiles and the Jews. This 
proclamation, namely, cannot be regarded as preceding the fact 
by which the peace was established, so that éX@év would 
apply to the bodily advent of Christ wpon earth (Chrysostom, 
Anselm, Estius, Holzhausen, Matthies, Harless), and the con- 
nection with ver. 14 would be: “ Christ is peace in deed 
(ver. 14) and word (ver. 17); He not only is peace, but He 
proclaimed it Himself at His appearing on earth,’ Harless. 
For, when it is said in ver. 14, atdtos yap €otw % eipnvn jpor, 
the time thought of is, as vv. 14-16 show, the time after the 
crucifixion of Christ, through which and since which He is our 
peace, so that nai é\@ov' «.7.. does not merely attach itself 
to autos yap éotw 7 etpyvn jyov and leave all that inter- 
venes out of view ; but, on the contrary, this intervening matter 
is so essentially bound up with avros y. €. 7 eip: np., that now 
kal €\@a@v x.7.d. can introduce not a rpörepov, but only a 
totepov of the crucifixion, annexing as it does the further 
course of the matter. Tightly, therefore, most expositors 
have understood in €A@oyv an advent following the crucifixion 
of Christ, in connection with which either the resurrection of 
Christ has been thought of (Bengel, Riickert), or His having 
come in His Spirit (Olshausen), or in the preaching that took 
place through the apostles (so most), in which latter view éA@ov 
is wrongly by many, as Raphel, Grotius, Wolf, Zachariae, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller (comp. Meier), regarded as without signi- 
ficance; it is in truth an “insigne verbum,” Bengel. The 
correct explanation (comp. ver. 18) is given by Olshausen ; 
comp. Baumgarten-Crusius and de Wette, also Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 475, and Bleek. In the Holy Spirit, 
namely, not only according to Jehn (John xiv. 18, al.), but 
also according to Paul, Christ Himself has come (in so far as 
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it is Christ’s Spirit) from heaven to those who have received 
the Spirit, and dwells and rules in them (Rom. viii. 9, 10; 
2 Cor. iii. 17, xiii. 5; Gal. ii. 20), and this proclamation has 
taken place at the instance of the Spirit (Rom. viii. 16), and 
through the Spirit Himself (Rom. xv. 18; comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 3). 
The point of time expressed by ednyyedicarto is the conversion 
of the persons concerned, at which they received the Spirit 
(Gal. iii. 2; Eph. i. 13). Accordingly the apostle could, 
without writing at variance with history, name first the readers 
as original Gentiles (duty tots paxpav), and then the Jews; 
for when the Ephesians became Christians, there had already 
long since been converted not merely Jews, but Gentiles and 
Jews. Had he, on the other hand, meant the actual coming 
of Christ upon earth and His oral preaching, the historical 
necessity would have presented itself of mentioning first those 
that were near and then those that were afar off—We may 
add that the concrete and vividly depicting expression €A@@v 
evnyy., can the less occasion surprise, as the whole passage 
bears the impress of emotion. Comp. also Acts xxvi. 23. — 
etpnvnv| has been, from the time of Chrysostom, ordinarily 
explained of peace with God, while only a few, as Estius and 
Koppe, suppose peace with each other to be included; but 
Olshausen rightly understands the latter alone, as does also 
Bleek. Only this is in keeping with the whole connection 
(see, moreover, the immediately preceding drorr. ryv éxOpay, 
and comp. ver. 19), and, moreover, has ver. 18 not against it, 
but in its favour (see on ver. 18). — tpiy tots parpav and 
Tots eyyüs] (both to be explained in accordance with ver. 12, 
and comp. Isa. lvii. 19) are dependent on eumyyeAlsaro,—the 
view which immediately and most naturally suggests itself. 
Harless would attach both very closely to eipyvnv,—a course 
to which he was impelled by his explanation of éA@av eumyy., 
in order not to present the apostle as saying what is incon- 
sistent with history (Matt. xv. 24, comp. x. 5 f.; John x. 16; 
Matt. xxi. 43, al.). But the inconsistency with history would 
still remain.'—The repetition of e¢pnvnv (see the critical remarks) 


1 If Paul had understood iaé. sinyy. in the sense of Harless, he must at all events 
have written sip. rois tyyis x. sip. duiv rois waxpév. Harless himself has para- 
phrased (comp. Erasm. Paraphr.): ‘‘The contents of his message was a peace 
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has rhetorical emphasis, John xiv. 27; Buttm. newt. Gr. p. 341 
[E. T. 398]. This errınovn of the expression, however (Nägels- 
bach on Hom. ZI. i. 436), excludes the view of Wieseler, 
p. 444, that tots éyyvs also is in apposition to dpuiv, and means 
specially the Jewish-Christians in Ephesus. 

Ver. 18. Proof from an appeal to fact for what has just 
been said: ednyy. eipyvnv tpuiv T. waxp. kK. eip. Tots eyyis. In 
this case the main stress of the proof lies in of dudortepos Ev 
évl mvevp. If, namely, through Christ, both in One Spirit have 
the rpocayoyn to the Father, to both must the same news, 
that of peace, have been imparted by Him. This is the 
necessary historic premiss of that happy state of unity now 
actually subsistent through Christ. He must have proclaimed 
eipnvm to the one as to the other; of this Paul now gives the 
probatio ab effectu. Others hold that örı introduces the con- 
tents of the message of peace (Baumgarten, Koppe, Morus, 
Flatt). But the contents is fully expressed in the eipyvn itself, 
agreeably to the context; hence, too, we may not say, with 
Rickert, that the essence of the eipyvn is explained. According 
to Harless, the truth of that proclamation is shown from the 
reality of the possession. But in this way a subsidiary thought 
(namely, that the proclamation was true) is introduced not 
merely arbitrarily, but also unsuitably (for the truth of that 
which has been proclaimed was self-evident).— ryv mpocaywynv] 
Christ is not conceived of as door (John x. 7; Beza, Calvin), 
which is remote from the context, but as bringer ; in which 
case there may be an allusion to the Oriental custom of getting 
access to the king only through a tpocaywyevs (see on Rom. 
v. 2), but not to sacrificial processions in accordance with 
Herod. ii. 58 (Meier), which would be an unsuitable compari- 
son. Before Christ had reconciled men with God, communion 
with God was, on account of the wrath of God (ver. 3; Rom. 
v. 10), denied to them; Christ by His iAaornpıov removed 
this obstacle, and thus became the mpocaywyevs, through the 
mediation of whom (8 avrod) we now and henceforth have 
the bringing near (Thue. i. 82; Polyb. ix. 41. 1, xii. 4. 10; 
which availed for all, Jews as well as Gentiles.” Fvidently under an involuntary 


sense of the historical relation, but in opposition to the words, according to which 
Harless ought to have paraphrased; ‘‘ availed for all, Gentiles as well as Jews,” 
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Xen. Cyr, vil. 5. 45) unto God. In substance the having the 
Tpocaywyn to God is not different from the epyjvn mpos tov 
Ocov (Rom. v. 1), and from the filial relationship of the recon- 
ciled. It is the consequence of the atoning death of Jesus; 
the peaceful relation of believers towards God, brought about 
through this death. Comp. 1 Pet. iii. 18. Here, moreover, as at 
Rom. v. 2, the notion of bringing towards, which the word has, is 
not to be interchanged with that of approach or access (as still 
by Riickert, Harless, Bleek), as though wpocodov were written 
in the text. Christ by the continuous power and efficacy of 
His atoning act is the constant Bringer to the Father. Comp. 
iii, 12. — Ev Evi mveünarı) for the Holy Spirit is to both one 
and the same element of life (comp. on Rom. viii. 15), apart 
from which they cannot have the wpocaywy) to God. The 
referring of it to the human spirit (öuodvuaöov, Anselm, Hom- 
berg, Zachariae, Koppe, Morus, Rosenmüller) ought to have 
been precluded by taking note of the Divine Trias in our 
passage (60 avtod, Ev Evi TvevpaTtt, Tpos Tov TaTépa) ; 
comp. vv. 12, 22. — Observe, further, the difference of mean- 
ing between the €youey (denoting the continuously present 
possession of the signal benefit) and the eoxrjxapev of Rom. 
v. 2 (see on the latter passage). 

Ver. 19. "Apa oöv] draws the inference from vv. 14-18; 
and this inference is the same in its tenor with what was 
said at ver. 13, but is carried out in more detail; for this is 
just what was to be proved ver. 14 ff. (quod erat demonstran- 
dum). — Eevor] ü.e. such as are not included as belonging to the 
theocracy, but are related towards it as strangers, who belong 
to another state; the opposite is ovumoXraı Tov aylor. 
Comp. ver. 12. The same is indicated by apoıkos: inguilini, 
i.e. those who, coming from elsewhere, sojourn in a land or 
city without having the right of citizenship (Acts vii. 6, 29; 
1 Pet. ii. 11). See, in general, Wetstein, ad Luc. xxiv, 18; 
Gesen. Thes. s.v. 2ÄN. It is the same as is expressed in classic 
Greek by pérotxoe (Wolf, prol. Dem. Lept. p. 1xvi. ff. ; Her- 
mann, Staatsalterth. § 115), in contradistinction to the roAirns 

1 Among Greek writers +ésox0s has not this signification, but is equivalent to 


neighbour; it has it, however, in the LXX. (Ex. xii. 45; Lev. xxv. 6-23). 
Comp. tapuxia, Acts xiii. 17, and in the LXX. ; Clem. Cor. ii. 5. 
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or aoros (Plat. Pol. viii. p. 563 A, al). The Gentiles are 
in the commonwealth of God only inquilini, sojourners, not 
eitizens; they have no roXıreia therein; although they are 
ruled by God (Rom. iii. 29) and included in the Messianic 
promise (Rom. iv. 12 f.), they are so in the second place 
(Rom. i. 16), and without participating in the time-hallowed 
peculiar prerogatives of the Israelites (Rom. iii. 1, ix. 4 ff). 
The referring of mapotxoe to the conception of a household 
(persons pertaining to the house, members of the family) is 
not to be made good by linguistic usage (not even by Ley. 
xxii. 10), and is not demanded by the antithesis of oixelov 
tod ©eod (in opposition to Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, Meier, 
Harless, Olshausen, Schenkel), inasmuch as otxetor Tov Oeovd 
sustains a climactic relation to the preceding ovprod. Tav 
aylov, and the two together form the contrast to Evo and 
mapoixot. The reference to the proselytes (Anselm, Whitby, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Calixtus, Baumgarten) is quite at variance 
with the context (vv. 11-13). — adr’ éoré] emphatic repeti- 
tion of the verb after aara. Comp. Rom. vii. 15; 1 Cor. 
ii. 8; Heb. xii. 18 ff. — ovuroXtraı] belongs to the inferior 
Greek; Lucian, Soloec. 5; Ael. V. H. iii. 44; Joseph. Antt. 
xix. 2.2. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 172. — trav ayiwv] ie. 
of those who constitute the people of God. These were 
formerly the Jews (ver. 12), into whose place, however, the 
Christians have entered as the ’IopanX tod Ocod (Gal. vi. 16), 
as the true descendants of Abraham (Rom. iv. 10 ff.) and 
God’s people (Rom. ix. 5 ff), acquired as His property by the 
work of Christ (see on i. 14). The Ephesians have thus, by 
becoming Christians, attained to the fellow-citizenship with 
the saints——which saints the Christians were,—so that Tov 
ayiov does not embrace either the Jews (Vorstius, Hammond, 
Bengel, Morus) or the patriarchs (Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Oecumenius, and others; Theodoret: dylous évtad@a od povoy 
Tovs THs xapıros, GAA Kal Tovs Ev vouw Kal TOS TPO vonov 
reyes), with whom even the «angels have been associated 
(Calvin, Flatt). — otxetor tod Ocod]| members of God’s household. 
The theocracy is thought of as a family, dwelling in a house, 
of which God is the oi«odeomorns. 1 Tim. ii. 15; Heb. 
Hig 5,10, & 205) t Petery 17). Comp. mr ia} Nine: 
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Hos. vill. 1. Harless: belonging to the house of God, as the 
building-stones of the house, in which God dwells, But thus the 
Following figure is anticipated, and that in a way contrary to 
the meaning of oixelos; and an incongruous contrast is afforded 
to the mapoıkoı. 

Ver. 20. The conception oixos ©eod leads the apostle, in 
keeping with the many-sided versatility of his association of 
ideas, to make the transition from the figure of a household- 
fellowship, to the figure of a house-structwre, and accordingly 
to give to oixeloı tod Ocod a further illustration, which now 
is no longer appropriate to the former figurative conception, 
but only to the latter, which, however, was not yet expressed 
in oikeloı tod Ocov. Comp. Col. ii. 6, 7. — Eroıkodoun- 
Oévtes] namely, when ye became Christians. The compound 
does not stand for the simple term (Koppe), but denotes the 
building wp. Comp. 1 Cor. iii, 10,12, 14; Col ü. 7; Xen. 
Hist. vi. 5. 12; Dem. 1278. 27. ewi, with the dative, how- 
ever (comp. Xen. Anab. iii. 4. 11), is not here occasioned by 
the aorist participle (Harless), which would not have hindered 
the use either of the genitive (Hom. J/. xxii. 225; Plato, 
Legg. v. p. 736 E) or of the accusative (1 Cor. iii. 12; Rom. 
xv. 20); but the accusative is not employed, because Paul 
has not in his mind the relation of direction, and it is 
purely accidental that not the genitive of rest, but the dative 
of rest is employed.—t@v azoct. x. mpod.] is taken by 
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Estius, Morus, 
and others, including Meier, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
de Wette, as genitive of apposition ; but wrongly, since the 
apostles and prophets are not the foundation, but have laid it 
(1 Cor. iii. 10). Zhe foundation laid by the apostles and pro- 
phets (as most expositors, including Koppe, Flatt, Rückert, 
Matthies, Harless, Bleek, correctly take it) is the gospel of 
Christ, which they have proclaimed, and by which they have 
established the churches; see on 1 Cor. iii. 10. “Testimonium 
apost. et proph. substructum est fidei credentium omnium,” 
Bengel. — apodntav] has been understood by Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Jerome, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, 
Calovius, Estius, Baumgarten, Michaelis, and others, including 

tiickert, of the Old Testament prophets. That not these, how- 
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ever, but the New Testament prophets (see on 1 Cor. xii. 10), 
are intended (Pelagius, Piscator, Grotius, Bengel, Zachariae, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Harless, Meier, Matthies, Olshausen, 
Baumgarten-Orusius, de Wette, Bleek), is clear, not indeed 
from the non-repetition of the article, since the apostles and 
prophets might be conceived as one class (Xen. Anab. ii. 2. 5 : ot 
oTparnyoi Kat Aoxayoi; comp. Saupp. ad Xen. Venat. v. 24; 
Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 373), but (1) from the very order 
of the words,’ which, especially from the pen of an apostle, 
would most naturally have been tov mpobnrov K. amo- 
oroAwy ; (2) from the analogy of iii. 5, iv. 11; and (3) from 
the fact that the foundation-laying in question can, from the 
nature of the case, only be the preaching of the Christ who 
has come, because upon this foundation the establishment 
of the church took place, and in that preaching the old 
prophetic predictions were used only as means (tom. xvi. 26). 
Comp. also ver. 21. Harless supposes that the apostles are 
here called at the same time prophets.” In this way, no 
doubt, the objection of Riickert is obviated, that, in fact, the 
prophets themselves would have come to Christianity only by 
means of the apostles, and would themselves have stood only 
on the deueAuos TOV amooToAwv;, but (a) from the non-repeti- 
tion of the article there by no means follows the unity of the 
persons (see above), but only the unity of the category, under 
which the two are thought of. (>) There may be urged against 
it the analogy of iv. 11, as well as that in the whole N. T., 
where the ecclesiastical functions are already distinguished ° 
and prophets are mentioned, apostles are not at the same time 


1 This has been very arbitrarily explained by the assertion that the apostles 
preached the gospel immediately, that they possessed the greater endowment 
of grace, that the foundation had been no recens positum, and such like. See 
specially Calovius and Estius. 

2 So also Riickert on iii. 5, and Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 122. The 
latter adduces as a reason, that #79. is no peculiar N. T. designation like 
&röor. This, however, it surely is, namely, in the N. T. sense, for which the 
.O. T. word was the most suitable vehicle. Philippi also, Glaubenslehre, I. 
p. 288, ed. 2, declares himself in favour of Harless. 

3 This is not yet the case at Matt. xxiii. 34, where rather the whole category 
of Christian teachers is still designated by Old Testament names. In the 
parallel Luke xi. 49, on the other hand, the apostles are already adduced as 
such by name, 
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intended. It is true that the apostles had of necessity to 
possess the gift of prophecy, but this was understood of itself, 
and they are always called merely apostles, while simply those 
having received the gift of prophecy, who were not at the 
same time apostles, are termed prophets; comp. 1 Cor. xii. 
28 f. (c) There would be no reason whatever bearing on the 
matter in hand why the apostles should here be designated 
specially as prophets; nay, the contrast of Moses and the 
prophets, arbitrarily assumed by Hofmann, would only tell 
against the identity (Luke xxiv. 27, 44; Acts xxiv. 14; 
John i. 46). That objection of Riickert, however, disappears 
entirely when we contemplate the prophets as the immediate and 
principal ‚fellow-labourers in connection with the laying of the 
foundation done primarily by the apostles, in which character 
they, although themselves resting upon the Qeuédvov of the 
apostles, yet in turn were associated with them as founders. 
And the more highly Paul esteems prophecy (1 Cor. xiv. 1), 
and puts the prophets elsewhere also in the place next to the 
apostles (iv. 11; 1 Cor. xii. 28 £.), with so much the more 
justice might he designate the apostles and prophets as laying 
the foundation of the churches; and the less are we warranted, 
with de Wette, in finding here traces of a disciple of the apostles, 
who has had before him the results of the apostolic labours as 
well as the period of the original prophecy as concluded, or with 
Schwegler (in Zeller’s Jahrb. 1844, p. 379) and Baur (p. 438), 
in recognising traces of Montanism with its new prophets 
as the continuers of the apostolate. — dvtos axpoy. avTod 
I. X.] wherein Jesus Christ Himself is corner-stone. On this 
most essential point, without which‘ the building up in 
question upon the apostolic and prophetic foundation would 
lack its uniquely distinctive character, hinges the whole 
completion of the sublime picture, vv. 21, 22. The gospel 
preached by the apostles and prophets is the foundation, the 
basis, upon which the Ephesians were built up, ze. this 
apostolic and prophetic gospel was preached also at Ephesus, 
and the readers were thereby converted and formed into a 
Christian community ; but the corner-stone of this building 
is Christ Himself, inasmuch, namely, as Christ, the historic, 
living Christ, to whom all Christian belief and life have 
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reference, as necessarily conditions through Himself the 
existence and endurance of each Christian commonwealth, 
as the existence and steadiness of a building are dependent 
on the indispensable corner-stone, which upholds. the whole 
structure (on axpoywviatos, sc. Aidos, which does not occur 
in Greek writers, comp. LXX. Isa. xxviii. 16; Symm. Ps. 
exvil. 22; 1 Pet. ii. 6; on the subject-matter, Matt. xxi. 42). 
Only as to the figure, not as to the thing signified, is there a 
difference when Christ is here designated as the corner-stone, and 
at 1 Cor. iii. 11 as the foundation. The identity of the matter 
lies in Tov keiwevov, 1 Cor. l.c. See on that passage. In the 
figure of the corner-stone (which “ duos parietes ex diverso 
venientes conjungit et continet,” Estius) many have found 
the union of the Jews and Gentiles set forth (Theodoret, Meno- 
chius, Estius, Michaelis, Holzhausen, Bretschneider, and others). 
But this is at variance with räca oikoö., ver. 21, according to 
which for every Christian community, and so also for those con- 
sisting exclusively of Jewish-Christians or exclusively of Gentile- 
Christians, Christ is the corner-stone. — avtod] does not apply 
to ro Oeuedio (Bengel, Cramer, Koppe, Holzhausen, Hofmann, 
II. 2, p. 122), for Christ is conceived of as the corner-stone, 
not of the foundation, but of the building (ver. 21). It 
belongs to “Incod Xpiorod, which with this aurod is placed 
emphatically at the end, in order then to join on by ev & 
&.T.A. that which is to be further said of Christ, in so far as 
He is Himself the corner-stone. The article avrod Tod 'I. X. 
might be used ; Christ would then be conceived of as already 
present in the consciousness of the readers (He Himself, Christ ; 
see Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 117): it was not necessary, how- 
ever, to use it (in opposition to Bengel); but the conception 
is: Christ Himself is corner-stone (Il. vi. 450; Xen. Anab. 
ii. 1. 5, Apol. 11, al. ; see Bornemann, ad Anab. i. 7.11; 
Krüger on Thuc. i. 27. 3), so that Christ Himself, as respects 
His own unique destination in this edifice, is contradistin- 
guished from His labourers, the apostles and prophets. — 
Whether, it may be asked, is T@ Oeuwedi@ masculine (see on 
1 Cor. iii. 10) or neuter? It tells in favour of the former 
that, with Paul, it is at 1 Cor. iii. 11 (also 2 Tim. ii. 19) 
decidedly masculine, but in no passage decidedly neuter 
MEYER—EPH. K 


146 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


(Rom. xv. 20; 1 Tim. vi. 19). Harless erroneously thinks 
that the neuter is employed by the apostle only meta- 
phorically. 

Ver. 21. An elucidation to övros axpoy. avtod “I. X., bear- 
ing on the matter in hand, and placing in yet clearer light 
the thought of ver. 19 f.: in whom each community, in whom 
also yours (ver. 22), organically developes itself unto its holy 
destination.' — év ®] means neither by whom (Castalio, Vata- 
blus, Menochius, Morus, and others, including Flatt), nor 
upon whom (Estius, Koppe, and others), but: in whom, so that 
Christ (for 6 applies neither to axpoy., as Castalio, Estius, and 
Koppe suppose, nor to t@ @euediw, as Holzshausen would 
have it, but to the nearest and emphatic avtod ‘Incod X.) 
appears as that wherein the joining together of the building 
has its common point of support (comp. i. 10).— aca oiko- 
Sou] not: the whole building (Oecumenius, Harless, Olshausen, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Bleek), which would be at 
variance with linguistic usage, and would absolutely require 
the reading (on that account preferred by Matthies, Winer, and 
others) mäca % oikodoun (see the critical remarks), but: every 
building. The former interpretation, moreover, the opposition 
of which to linguistic usage is rightly urged also by Reiche, 
is by no means logically necessary, since Paul was not obliged 
to proceed from the conception of the whole body of Christians 


1 Observe the apostle’s view of the church, as a whole and in its single parts, 
as one living organism. Comp. Thiersch, die Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 154, 
162; Ehrenfeuchter, prakt. Theol. I. p. 55 ff. 

2 The admissibility of the anarthrous form rea oixodou%, in the sense of “the 
whole building,” cannot be at all conceded, since oixodo«n is neither a proper 
name, nor to be regarded as equivalent to such. See Winer, p. 101 [E. T. 140]; 
Buitmann, neut. Gram. p. 78[E. T. 86]. In general vz in the sense of whole 
can only be without an article, when the substantive to which it belongs would 
not need the article even without =&s (Krüger, § 50, 11. 9). Hence vaca 
oixod. can only signify either every building, or else a building utterly. In the 
latter sense Chrysostom appears, very unsuitably, no doubt (see above), to have 
taken it. According to Hofmann, II. 2, p. 123, rzca oixod. is meant to signify 
“ whatever becomes a constituent part of a building” (thus also the Gentiles who 
become Christians). As if oixe%ou% could mean constituent part of a building! 
It signifies, even in Matt. xxiv. 1, Mark xiii. 1f., edifice. And as if vaca, 
every part of the building, when in fact only two constituent parts, namely Jews 
and Gentiles, could be thought of, were in harmony with this relation! The 
rendering is linguistically and logically incorrect. 
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to the community of the readers (ver. 22), but might pass 
equally well from the conception “every community” to the 
conception “also ye” (ver. 22), and thus subordinate the par- 
ticular to the general. The objection that there is only one 
oikoöoun (de Wette) is baseless, since the collective body of 
Christians might be just as reasonably, as every community for 
itself, conceived as a temple-building. The latter conception 
is found, as in 1 Cor. ili. 16, so also here, where the former is 
linguistically impossible. Chrysostom, however, is wrong in 
holding that by maca oixod. is signified every part of the 
building (wall, roof, ete.), since ofcodoun rather denotes the 
aggregate of the single parts of the building, the edifice, and 
since not a wall, a roof, etc. but only the building as a 
whole which is thought of, can grow unto a temple. — ovvap- 
por.] becoming framed together; for the present participle 
represents the edifice as still in the process of building, as 
indeed every community is engaged in the progressive develop- 
ment of its frame of Christian life until the Parousia (comp. 
on 1 Cor. iii. 15). The participle is closely connected with 
€v ©: every building, while its framing together, ze. the har- 
monious combination of its parts into the corresponding whole, 
takes place in Christ, grows, etc. The compound ovvapuo- 
Aoyelv (with classical writers cuvappofev) is met with only 
here and iv. 16, but apyonroyetv in Philipp. Thess. 78.— avEer] 
On this form of the present, read in-the N. T. only here and 
at Col. ii. 19, but genuinely classical, see Matthiae, p. 541. — 
eis vaov aytov| Final result of this growth. It is not, how- 
ever, to be translated: unto a holy temple, for the concep- 
tion of several temples was foreign to the apostle with his 
Jewish nationality, but: wnto the holy temple, in which there 
was no need of the article (see on 1 Cor. iii. 16). To realize 
the idea of the one temple—that is the goal unto which every 
community, while its organic development of life has its firm 
support in Christ, groweth up. — ev xupiw] By this not God is 
meant, as Michaelis, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Holzshausen, and 
others suppose, but Christ (see the following ev ©). By the 
majority it is connected with a@yov, in which case it would not 
have, with Beza, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, to be taken for the 
dative, but (so also de Wette, Hofmann, Bleek) would have 
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to be explained of the ayıorns of the temple, having its causal 
ground in Christ, thus specifically Christian. But the holiness 
of the temple lies in the dwelling of God therein (see ver. 22); 
it does not, therefore, first come into existence in Christ, but 
is already existent, and the church becomes in Christ that 
which the holy temple is, inasmuch as in this church the idea 
of the holy temple realizes itself. Others have rightly, there- 
fore, connected it with ad£eı, although €v is not, with Grotius, 
Wolf, et al., to be translated by per. In the case of every 
building which is framed together in Christ, the growing into 
the holy temple takes place also in Christ (as the one on 
whom this further development depends). The being framed 
together and the growing up of the building to its sacred 
destination—both not otherwise than in the Lord. 

Ver. 22. "Ev @] applies to ev kupio, and is to be explained 
quite like ev 6 in ver. 21. The reference to vaov (Calixtus, 
Rosenmiiller, Matthies) appears on account of the immediately 
preceding ev «xvupim arbitrary, and, according to the correct 
apprehension of mäca oixod., as well as with regard to the 
following eis Katouxntypiov x.7.d., impossible. — avvorxodo- 
neiode) is indicative, not imperative (Calvin, Meier), against 
which vv. 19, 20 are decisive, according to which Paul says 
not what the readers ought to be, but what they are; hence he, 
at ver. 22, attaches in symmetrical relative construction the 
relation of the readers to that which subsists in the case of 
every Christian community, ver. 21. The compound, however, 
may mean either: ye are built along with (the others), comp. 
3 Esdr. v. 68 (cuvotxodounowpev vpiv), so that the church 
of the readers would be placed in the same category with the 
other churches (so it is ordinarily understood); or: ye are 
builded together, so that ovy relates to the putting together of 
the single parts of the building (comp. Philo, de praem. et 
poen. p. 928 E: oiklav ed avvwrodoumuevnv x. cvvnpwooperny, 
comp. Thuc. i. 93. 3; Dio Cass. xxxix. 61). The latter is 
to be preferred, because the parallelism of vv. 21 and 22 


1 In and of itself the relative clause would not exclude the imperative (in 
opposition to Hofmann). See, e.g., Soph. Oed. Col. 735 (al. 731): oy wir 
éxveirs, Herod. i, 89. Comp. the familiar oir# 5 dpäro, and the imperative 
often standing after ders. 
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makes the attaching of different senses to the two compounds 
cuvapporoy. and avvorkod. appear groundless, — eis KaTouxn- 
rnpiov Tov Oeov] unto the dwelling of God, quite the same, 
only with a variation of expression, as before eis vaov äyıov 
was (comp. Matt. xxiii. 21), and pertaining to cuvoixod. The 
supposition of Griesbach and Knapp, that év @ «. tp. cuvorKod. 
is an interpolation, and eis karoık. «.r.X. still belongs to avéer ; 
as, again, the expedient of Koppe and Rückert, that eis xatoux. 
tov Ocov means, in order that a dwelling of God may arise; and 
finally, the assertion of Harless, that xaroır. rod Oeod is not 
identical with the vaos aycos, but that the individual Christians 
were so termed because God dwells in them and the whole 
forms a vaos äyıos,—are only different forced interpretations, 
resulting from the linguistically unwarranted explanation of the 
above mäca oikodoun as the whole building. — év mvevparte] 
recelves from most expositors an adjectival turn: “a spiritual 
temple, in opposition to the stone one of the Jews,” Riickert. 
How arbitrary generally in itself! how arbitrary, in particular, 
not to refer ev wvevpate to the Holy Spirit! since we have here, 
exactly as in ver. 18, the juxtaposition of the Divine Trias, 
while the context presents nothing whatever to suggest the 
contrast with a temple of stone. Harless (comp. Meier and 
Matthies): “a dwelling, which is in the indwelling of the 
Spirit;” and this, forsooth! is held to mean: “ inasmuch as 
the Spirit dwells in them, they are a dwelling of God and of 
Christ.” But, apart from the fact that of this “and of Christ” 
there is nothing whatever in the text, in this way ev mvev- 
pate, which according to the literal sense could only be the 
continens, would in fact be made the contentum! From this 
the very analogies, in themselves inappropriate (because they 
are abstracta), which Harless employs: xapa Ev mveinarı, 
ayaTn ev mv., ought to have precluded him. The true view is 
to connect it not merely with Katou. tod ©eov, but with 
cvvolkodoueiode eis Karoık. TOU Ocov, and Ev is instrumental. 
Ye are being builded together unto the dwelling-place of God 
by virtue of the Holy Spirit; in so far, namely, as the latter 
dwells in your Christian community (see on 1 Cor. iii. 16; 
2 Cor. vi. 16 f.; comp. Jas. iv. 5), and thereby the relation of 
being the temple of God is brought about—a relation, which 
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without this indwelling of the Spirit would not occur, and 
would not be possible. For the Spirit of God is related to 
the ideal temple as the Shechinah to the actual temple, and is 
the conditio sine qua non of the same. Comp. also Hofmann, 
who, however, likewise connects €v av. only with xatoix. Tr. ©. 
The objections of Harless to the instrumental rendering of év 
are not valid; for (a) the circumstance that Ev mvevpate was 
placed only at the end not only very naturally resulted from 
the parallelism with ver. 21, seeing that in ver. 21 there is not 
contained an element corresponding to the ev mvevmats, and 
consequently this new element is most naturally appended at 
the end, but the position at the close imparts also to the év 
mvevp. an unusual emphasis (Kühner, II. p. 625), comp. also 
iii. 5; and (0) the suggestion that veda, as the objective 
medium, must have the article, is incorrect, seeing that rvevua, 
with or without an article (in accordance with the nature of a 
proper noun), is the objective Holy Spirit. 
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GCHABTERITM. 


VER. 3. &yvapicon] Elz. Matth. Reiche have éyvdpise, in opposi- 
tion to decisive testimony. A more precisely defining gloss. — 
Ver. 5. Before érépau:g Elz. has, likewise against decisive testi- 
mony, év, which was attached on account of the double dative. 
— Ver. 6. aöroö] after érayy. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., upon 
preponderating evidence, to be deleted.— Ver. 7. £yevöwnv] 
Lachm. Tisch. Rück. read ysva@nv, after ABD*FGs. With 
this preponderant attestation the more to be preferred, in pro- 
portion to the ease with which the more current form might 
involuntarily creep in. — ra» doderoav]| Lachm. and Rück.: ris 
öodsions, approved also by Griesb. Attested, it is true, by AB Ü 
D* F Gx, min. Copt. Vulg. It. Latin Fathers; but how readily 
would the genitive present itself to the mechanical copyist 
after ver. 2! comp. ver. 8. — Ver. 8. & vor] A B C8, min. Copt. 
have merely roz. So Lachm. and Rückert. Strongly enough 
attested ; specially as the parallel in subject-matter, Gal. i. 16, 
offered év as an addition. — The neuter rd rAoörog is also here 
and at ver. 16 preponderantly attested. — Ver. 9. zdvras] sus- 
pected by Beza, placed within brackets by Lachm. But it is 
wanting only in A s, two min. Cyr. Hilar. Jer. Aug. The 
omission, at any rate too feebly attested, may have been acci- 
dental, or even after év ror £dvesw intentional. — ofxovouia] Elz. 
has xzowavie, in opposition to almost all the witnesses. An 
interpretation. — After zriouvrı Elz. has é:& "Insoö Xporot, which 
is defended, it is true, by Rinck (in whose view Marcion had 
deleted it) and by Reiche (who holds it to have been omitted 
by the orthodox), but is condemned by the decisive counter- 
testimony as an exegetico-dogmatic addition. — Ver. 12. rn» 
rappnoiny x. rv spoowywyhv| The second rzv is wanting in A B n* 
17, 80, Lachm. Riick.; but its superfluousness occasioned the 
omission. F G have ray apocuywyjy eis tiv rappneiav, a change 
produced by the absolute ra» rpocwy. — Ver. 14. rod xupiov quay 
"Inood X. is wanting in A B Cx 17, 67** Copt. Aeth. Erp. Vulg. 
ms. and important Fathers. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch. Riick. 
Harless. An addition to rurépa readily offering itself, although 
defended by Reiche (on insufficient internal grounds). — Ver. 16. 
dun] ABCFG 8, 87, 39, 116, and several Fathers have 6%. So 
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Lachm. and Riick. With this important attestation 6% is here 
the more to be preferred, as öwn offered itself to the copyists 
from i. 17.— Ver. 18. Bddog x. doc] Lachm. reads tog x. Scidos, 
on considerable but not decisive evidence. But the sequence 
of thought, “ height and depth,’ was more familiar. Comp. 
tom. vill. 39. — Ver. 21. &v #7 Exarnoia tv Xpior® “Inood] So D** 
K L, min. Syr. utr. Goth. Chrys. and other Greeks. But A B 
Cs 73, 80, 213, Copt. Arm. Slav. ms. Vulg. Jer. Pel. have é r. 
exnar. zul 2v X.’I. (so Lachm. and Rück.). D* FG, It. Ambrosiast. 
have & X. "I. zai rm éxxa. Only 46 and Oros. have & x. ’I. 
merely, without év rn éxxd., evidence which is far too weak to 
justify suspicion of é +7 éxxA. (in opposition to Koppe and 
Rück.). The za, although strongly attested, is an old unsuit- 
able connective addition; and the placing of &v +. &xxx. after &v 
x. ‘I. is a transposition in accordance with the sense of rank. 
Hence, with Tisch. and Reiche, the Recepta is to be upheld. 


CoNTENTS.—On this account am I, Paul, the prisoner of God 
for the sake of you, the Gentiles (ver. 1). Effusion over the 
nature of his office as apostle of the Gentiles (vv. 2-12), 
which concludes with the entreaty to the readers not to be- 
come discouraged at the sufferings which he is enduring on 
their behalf (ver. 13). On this account he beseeches God 
that they might be inwardly strengthened in the Christian 
character, in order that they may know the whole greatness 
of the love of Christ, and thereby become filled with all divine 
gifts of grace (vv. 14-19). Doxology, vv. 20, 21. 

Ver. 1. On this account, namely, in order that ye may be 
built unto the dwelling of God by means of the Spirit (ii. 22), 
—on this behalf, that your Christian development may advance 
towards that goal, am I, Paul, the fettered one of Christ Jesus 
for the sake of you, the Gentiles. The position of Paul in 
fetters on account of his labours as the apostle of the Gentiles? 
could only exert a beneficial influence upon the development 
of the Christian life of his churches, as edifying and elevating 
for them (comp. ver. 13), as, on the other hand, it must have 
redounded as a scandal to them, if he had withdrawn from 
the persecutions (Gal. vi. 12; 2 Cor. xi. 23 ff.; Phil. ii. 17 £.). 
Hence the tovtov xapıv emphatically prefixed. — éy@ IIaöxos] 


1*Quia gentes Judaeis adaequabat, incidit in suorum popularium odium,” 
Drusius, Comp. Grotius, Calovius. 
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in the consciousness of his personal authority (comp. 2 Cor. 
21.962152: 1, Thess hie LS Colt) .23;~ Bhilem, 9), 
which the bonds could not weaken, but only exalt (2 Cor. 
xi, 23 ff.}.—o Öeowos tod “I. X.] The article denotes the 
bound one of Christ car’ e£oxnv, such as Paul could not but, 
in accordance with his special relation to Christ (Gal. i. 1, 
vi. 17), appear to himself and others. The genitive expresses 
the author of the being bound. Comp. 2 Tim.i. 8; Philem. 9. 
See Winer, p. 170 [E. T. 236]. Paul regards himself, in keep- 
ing with the consciousness of his entire dependence on Christ 
(as ÖoöAos Xpiotov), as the one whom Christ has put in 
chains. — As regards the construction, by many the simple 
eiui is rightly supplied after o öcanıos Tod Xp. I. (Syriac, 
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, Cajetanus, Beza, Elsner, 
Calovius, Wolf, Michaelis, Paraphr.; Morus, Koppe, Rosen- 
miiller, and others), so that o ö&ouios tod X. I. is predicate, in 
connection with which some have neglected the article, others 
have rightly had regard to it (see especially Beza). He is, how- 
ever, the décpuos of Christ on behalf of the Gentiles ; and this 
thought leads him in the sequel to explain himself more fully 
regarding his vocation as Apostle of the Gentiles, whereupon 
he only briefly returns to the point of his imprisonment in 
ver. 13, after having been led away from it by the detailed 
exposition of the theme, to which he had been incited by the 
uTép Tov edvav. Free movement of thought natural in a 
letter. Supplementary additions, such as legatione fungor 
(Ambrosiaster, Castalio, Calvin, Vatablus), or hoe seribo (Came- 
rarius, and the like),' are not implied in the context, and are 
therefore erroneous. Others have regarded the discourse as 
broken off, and have found the resumption either at ver. 8 
(Oecumenius, Grotius), or at ver. 13 (Zanchius, Cramer, Holz- 
hausen), or at ver. 14 (Theodoret, Luther, Piscator, Calixtus, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, Homberg, Schöttgen, Bengel, Baum- 
garten, and others, including Flatt, Lachmann, Riickert, Winer, 
Matthies, Harless, Olshausen, Bisping, Bleek; de Wette, cha- 
racterizing this construction as “hardly Pauline”), or only at 

1 Already in early witnesses supplementary additions are met with in the 


text: xpeoBevw in D* E 10, followed by Castalio and Calvin ; postulo in Clar., 
Germ, ; xexadxnuas in 71, 219, al. 
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iv. 1 (Erasmus Schmid, Hammond, Michaelis in note to his 
translation). But all these hypotheses are—inasmuch as, ac- 
cording to the above explanation, ver. 1 in itself yields with 
ease and linguistic correctness a complete and suitable sense— 
unnecessary complications of the discourse. Baumgarten- 
Crusius regards the discourse as entirely broken off under the 
pressure of the crowding thoughts, so that it is not at all resumed 
in the sequel. — After ver. 1 only a comma is to be placed. 
Ver. 2. Confirmation of that which has just been said, Urrep 
tuav tov eOvav, by the recalling of what the readers have 
heard concerning his vocation. “ For you, the Gentiles,” I say, 
upon the presupposition that, etc. This presupposition he 
expresses by eye, .e. tum certe si (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 308), 
it being implied in the.connection (for of his church he could 
not presuppose anything else), not in the word itself, that 
he assumes this rightly. He might have written eiep, if at 
all, provided that, or eimep ye, provided namely (Xen. Mem. 
i. 4.4, Anab. i. 7. 9; often in the tragedians), but he has con- 
ceived the presupposition under the form at least if, if namely, 
and so denotes it. Comp. on Gal. üi. 4 and 2 Cor. v. 3; 
wherever eiye is used and the assumption is a certain one 
(as also at iv. 21), the latter is to be gathered from the connec- 
tion. From whom the readers had heard the matter in ques- 
tion, their own consciousness told them, namely, from Paul 
himself and other Pauline teachers, so that elye Yrovaare K.T.A. 
is a reminder of his preaching among them. Hence our passage 
is wrongly regarded as at variance with the superscription pos 
’"Edeciovs, and as pointing to readers to whom Paul was not 
personally known; whilst others, as Grotius (so also Rinck, 
Sendschr. der Korinth. p. 56, who, however, takes the correct 
view in the Stud. vu. Krit. 1849, p. 954), have, without any 
ground in the context, assigned to the simple ad«ovevv the signi- 
fication bene intelligere; Calvin, on the other hand, had recourse 
to the altogether unnatural hypothesis: “ Credibile est, quum 
ageret Ephesi, ewm tacwisse de his rebus;” and Bottger (Beitr. 
iii. p. 46 ff.) refers it to the hearing of this Epistle read, 
against which the very avaywocxovtes that follows in ver. 3 
is decisive. Estius very correctly states that eiye is not “ dubi- 
tantis, sed potius afirmantis ; neque enim ignorare quod hic 
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dieitur poterant Ephesii, quibus P. ipse evang. plusquam biennio 
praedicaverat.”* Paul might have expressed himself in the 
form of an assertion (NKovoaTe yap, or emei Nkovoare), but the 
hypothetic form of expression constitutes a more delicate and 
suggestive way of recalling his preaching among them (as also 
the Attic writers, in place of é7reé ye, delicately use the hypo- 
thetic eye; see Kühner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 5. 1), without, how- 
ever, containing an obliquam reprehensionem (Vitringa, comp. 
Holzhausen), of which the context affords no trace. — rnv 
oikovoulav THs Xapıros K.T.r.] the arrangement (see on i. 10) 
which has been made regarding the grace of God given to me 
with reference to you (THs yapetos is the genitive object). 
The more precise explanation is then given by örı kara amo- 
Kaduyw K.TA. The xapıs is here, in accordance with the 
context (rs 600. wot eis vas), the divine bestowal of grace 
that took place in the entrusting him with the apostolic office. 
Comp. on Rom. xii. 3, xv. 15. Others, like Pelagius, Anselm, 
Erasmus, Grotius, Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, e¢ a/., have explained 
vixov. T. Xap. as the office of administering evangelic grace ; but 
against this it may be urged that not tis Soeions, but tH 
dofeicav, must have been afterwards used. This mistake is 
avoided by Wieseler, p. 446 f., where he takes it as: the 
office for which I have been qualified by the grace conferred 
upon me on your behalf. This office the readers had heard, 
inasmuch as they had heard the preaching of the apostle. 
But how are we to justify the expression “to hear the office,” 
instead of “to hear the official preaching” ? The words would 
merely say: if ye have heard of the office, etc., Gal. 1. 13; 
Col. i. 4; Philem. 5. 

Ver. 3. In this more detailed specification of the o/covopia 
meant in ver. 2, cata amoxddviw has the emphasis: by 
way of revelation, expressing the mode of the making known, 


1 De Wette dogmatically lays it down that the readers had no need, if the 
apostle had already exercised his apostolic calling among them, now first to 
learn from himself that he had received it. But in so speaking he has not 
attended to the fact that the object of the jxovcare is not the reception of the 
apostolic vocation in general, but the mode of this reception (namely, xarz 
&ror&run)w, ver. 3). This account of the manner in which he had become their 
apostle he communicated to them when he was with them, and of this he 
reminds them now. 


156 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


in accordance with a well-known adverbial usage (Bernhardy, 
p. 241). In substance the U doxadvews of Gal. i. 12 is 
not different. According to the history of the conversion in 
Acts xxvi. (not according to Acts ix. and xxii.), we have here 
to think not merely of the disclosures that followed the event 
near Damascus (as Gal. i. 12), but also of the revelation con- 
nected with this event itself; for the contents of what is 
revealed is here the blessing of the Gentiles, and with this 
comp. Acts xxvi. 17, 18, as also Gal. i. 16; hence from xara 
amoka\. we may not infer a post-apostolic time of composition 
(Schwegler). — éyvwpic6m] namely, on the part of God; comp. 
vv. 2, 5. — 70 pvortnpiov] see on i. 9; it applies here, how- 
ever, not to the counsel of redemption in general, but to the 
inclusion of the Gentiles in it. It is not until ver. 6 that the 
apostle comes to express this special contents which is here 
meant. — xaOa@s down to the end of ver. 4, is not to be 
treated as a parenthesis, inasmuch as 4, ver. 5, attaches itself 
to the ev T® wvot. T. X. immediately preceding. — kados 
mpoeypayra Ev oAiyw] as I before wrote in brief, refers not to 
kara amokaxvyıv, but to Eyvop. moe TO Avornp., as is shown 
by ver. 4, where Paul characterizes that which was before 
written as evidence of his knowledge of the mystery, but not as 
evidence of the revelation by which he has attained to this 
knowledge. Groundlessly, and at variance with the subse- 
quent present dvayıvoorovres, Calvin, Hunnius, and others 
have (although it was already rejected by Theodoret) referred 
mpoéyp. to an epistle which has now been lost, in support of 
which view the passage in Ignatius ev mdaon Emioroxn (see 
Introd. § 1) has been made use of. See Fabric. Cod. Apoe. I. 
p. 916. It applies (not to i. 9, 10, as many would have it, 
but), as is proved by the here meant special contents of the 
uvornpıov (ver. 6), to the section last treated of, concerning 
the Gentiles attaining unto the Messianic economy of salvation, 
ii. 11-22. Comp. already Oecumenius.— €v oAlyo] dia 
Bpaxéwv, Chrysostom : ev is instrumental. See Acts xxvi. 28. 
Comp. the classical 8. oAlywv, Plat. Phil. p. 31 D, Legg. vi. 
p. 778 C, ev Bpayet and ev Bpayéot (Dem. 592, 8). The 

‘Yet it may also be conceived of locally, as Thuc. iv. 26. 2; 96. 2 (see 
Krüger) : in small space, in a concise passage. 
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same is expressed by ovvröouws, Acts xxiv. 4, summarily. 
Wetstein well puts it: “pauca tantum attigi, cum multa dici 
possent.” Following Theodoret, Beza (with hesitation), Calvin, 
Grotius, Estius, Erasmus, Schmid, Koppe, and others have 
taken it as a more precise definition of the zpd: paulo ante. 
But in a temporal sense év 6diyo means nothing else than in 
a short time (see on Acts xxvi. 28; comp. Plat. Apol. p. 22 B; 
Dem. xxxiii. 18 ; Pind. Pyth. viii. 131: év 8° drAtyw Bpotay To 
teprrvov avkeraı), which is not suitable here ; apo OAiyov must 
have been used (Acts v. 36, xxi 38; 2 Cor. xii. 2, al. ; Plat. 
Symp. p. 147 E, al.). Comp. oAlyov te mpotepov, Herod. iv. 81. 

Ver. 4. In accordance with which ye, while ye read it, are 
able to discern, ete.! — mpos 6 applies to that which Paul 
mpoéyparve, and mpos indicates the standard of the judging ; 
in accordance with which. See Bernhardy, p. 205 ; Ellendt, Lez. 
Soph. II. p. 652 ; Winer, p. 361 [E. T. 505]. The inference: 
ovx Eyparrev bca éxphy, AAN boa Exwpovv voeiv (Oecumenius, 
comp. Chrysostom ; Bengel compares ex ungue leonem), finds 
no justification at all in what Paul has previously written. — 
avayiwackovtes] not attendentes (Calvin), but, as always in the 
N. T., legentes. — tiv civeciv pov Ev TH pvotnpio Tov X.] is 
to be taken together, and before év it was not needful to repeat 
the article, because ovvıevas Ev (to have understanding in a 
matter) was a very current expression (2 Chron. xxxiv. 12; 
Josh. i. 7; Dan. i. 17). Comp. 3 Esdr. i. 33: rjs ovveoews 
avtod Ev TO vounw Kupiov. The genitive tod Xpiorod is 
ordinarily taken as genitivas objecti: the mystery which has 
reference to Christ. But, even apart from Col. i. 27, the whole 
subsequent detailed statement as far as ver. 12 suggests the 
contextually more exact view, according to which Paul means 
the pvotnp.ov contained in Christ. Christ Himself, His person 
and His whole work, especially His redeeming death, connecting 


1 Wiggers (Stud. u. Krit. 1841, p. 433) regards as subject the Ephesians, not 
as such, but as representatives of the Gentile world: ‘‘ ye Gentiles.” Arbitra- 
rily imported, and entirely unnecessary. Doubtless the cvv:ois of the Ap. iv 
eu yevornpiw rou X. must have been entirely beyond doubt for the readers in 
consequence of their personal connection with him; but thereby his appeal 
to what he has just written does not become inappropriate, but only the more 
forcible and effective. There lies a certain «:iw0, in this reference to that which 
he has just written. 
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also the Gentiles with the people of God (ver. 6), is the 
concretum of the Divine mystery. — The assailants of the 
genuineness of the Epistle find ver. 4 incompatible with the 
apostolic dignity (de Wette), nay, even “self-complacent and 
courting favour” (Schwegler). But here precisely the point 
brought into prominence, that the mystery had become known 
to him xara droxadvYiv, justifies the stress laid upon his 
ovveots in the mystery, so far as he has already manifested 
the same in his Epistle. The apostle might have appealed in 
proof of this cvveows to his working, but he might also— 
especially taking into account the change which had mean- 
while occurred in the personal composition of the church— 
adduce for this purpose his writing, in doing which his very 
apostolic dignity raised him above considerations of the 
semblance of self-complacency and the like. Hardly would 
another, who had merely assumed the name of the apostle 
Paul, have put into his mouth such a self-display of his 
cvveots—which, in order not to fall out of his assumed 
apostolic part, he would rather have avoided. — As to otveous, 
see on Col. i. 9. 

Ver. 5. Not an explanation, to what extent he was speaking 
of a mystery (Riickert, Meier): for that the readers knew, and 
the design of bringing in a mere explanation would not be 
in keeping with the elevated solemn style of the whole verse ; 
but a triumphant outburst of the conscious exalted happi- 
ness of belonging to the number of those who had received the 
revelation of the mystery—an outburst, which was very natur- 
ally called forth by the sublime contents of the uvarpıov. 
— érépais yeveais] may be either a definition of time, like 
the dative at ii. 12 (so taken usually) ; in that case yeveais is 
not periodis or temporibus in general, but: in other generations 
(comp. on ver. 21); or it may express the simple dative relation, 
so that yeveais is generationibus (Vulgate): which to other gene- 
vations was not made known, according to which rots viois trav 
av@p. would form a characteristic epexegesis (Lobeck, ad Aj. 
308; Bernhardy, p. 55; Nägelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 3, 
pp. 272, 307). This was my previous view. Yet the former 
explanation, as being likewise linguistically correct, and withal 
more simple and more immediately in keeping with the 
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contrast viv, is to be preferred. The Erepaı yev. are the gene- 
rations which have preceded the viv; and tots viots tev avOp. 
(not elsewhere occurring with Paul) has the significance, that 
it characterizes men according to their lower sphere conditioned 
by their “ortum naturalem ” (Bengel), under which they were 
incapable in themselves of understanding the wvormpuorv. 
Comp: Gen. ,xi1 ;. Ps.) vii: 5, :xLr 5, Wied 16 © That 
specially the 0. 7. prophets are meant by rois viois tov 
avOpw7m., as Bengel supposed, is wrongly inferred from rois 
äyloıs atootoNos K.T.A., since the contrast does not lie in 
the persons,” but in the time (Erepaıs yeveats... viv). It is 
true Ezekiel often bears the name OIN7]2 (vii. 1, xii. 1, al.), 
not, however, as prophet, but as man; and thereby lkewise 
his human lowliness and dependence upon God are brought 
home to him. — ws] By this expression, which (in opposition 
to Bleek) is to be left as comparative, the disclosure made to 
Abraham and the ancient prophets of the future participation 
of the Gentiles in Messiah’s kingdom (Gal. iii. 8; Rom. ix. 
24-26, xv. 9 ff.) remains undisputed; for “fuit illis hoc 
mysterium quasi procul et cum involucris ostensum,” Beza; 
hence the prophetic prediction served only as means for 
the making known of the later complete revelation of the 
mystery (Rom. xvi. 26). — viv] in the Christian period. 
Comp. 1 Pet. i. 12. — daexarvgOn] not a repetition of 
eyvwpic@n, but the distinguishing mode in which this 
manifestation took place, is intended to be expressed: cata 
amokaxvyıv éyvwpicOn, ver. 3.— Tots adylows aoa. K.T.r.] iS 
not to be divided by a comma after dyloss (Lachmann, 
Bisping), so that amoort. avt. x. mpod. would be apposition 
or more precise definition, whereby the flow of the expression 
would be only needlessly interrupted. The predicate holy 
was already borne by the Old Testament prophets (2 Kings 
iv. 9; Luke i. 70; 2 Pet.i. 21), and this appellation at our 
passage by no means exposes the apostolic origin of the Epistle 
to suspicion (de Wette derives ayioıs from the passage Col. 


! In quite an opposite way Jerome would exclude the ancient patriarchs and 
prophets from the visis cay avbp. ; for these were rather sons of God! 

* The äwöeroroı and wpopäraı were also viol ray dvbp., but a sacred txaroyy of 
the same, 


160 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


1.26 recast in post-apostolic times; Baur: from the post- 
apostolic reverential looking back to the apostles); but it is 
very naturally called forth by the context, in order to distin- 
guish the recipients of the revelation amidst the mass of 
the viol tév avdpwrwv, in accordance with the connec- 
tion, as God’s special messengers and instruments, as Ayıoı 
Ocod avOpwrot (2 Pet. i. 21); whereupon the apostolic con- 
sciousness in Paul was great and decided enough not to 
suppress the predicate suggested by the connection,’ while he 
is speaking of the apostles and prophets in general, whereas, 
immediately afterwards, at ver. 8, in speaking of himself in 
particular, he gives full play to his individual deep humility. 
How can we conceive that the author should thus in one 
breath have fallen out of his assumed part at ver. 5 with 
Tots ayloıs, by a “slip” (Baur), and then have resumed it at 
ver. 8 with ewoi TO EAaxıororepw! — adtod] not of Christ 
(Bleek), but of God, whose action is implied in éyywpic@n and 
amekanvpin. — Kai mpobyraıs] quite as at ii, 20. — &v 
mvevuatt] The Holy Spirit is the divine principle, through 
which the amexarvpOn took place. Comp. i. 17; 1 Cor. 
i. 10 ff. Rückert wrongly takes it as: in an inspired state, 
which rvevua never means, but, on the contrary, even without 
the article is the objective Holy Spirit. Comp. on ii. 22. 
Koppe and Holzhausen connect &v mveiuarı (sc. odor) with 
mpobnraıs. In this way it would be an exceedingly super- 
fluous addition, since prophets, who should not be ev rv., are 
inconceivable, whereas a revelation was conceivable even 
otherwise than through the Spirit (by means of theophany, 
angel, vision, ecstasy, etc.). Meier connects ev av. even with 
äyloıs, so that the sense would be: in sacred enthusiasm ! and 
Ambrosiaster (comp. Erasmus) with the following eivas «.T.A. 
Baur, p. 440, knows how to explain év wveinarı from a 
Montanistic view, and thinks that it is only on account of the 
prophets that it is applied to the apostles also. 

Ver. 6. Epexegetical infinitive, more precisely specifying the 
contents of the avornpiov: that the Gentiles are fellow-heirs, 

1 A side-glance at the Jews, who would have seen a blasphemy in the apostolia 


message of the joint-heirship of the Gentiles (Lange, Apostol. Zeitalt. I. p. 128), 
is utterly remote from the connection. 
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ete. This eivaı (which is not to be changed into should be) is 
objectively contained in the redeeming work of Christ, and 
the subjective appropriation takes place by the conversion of 
the individuals. — cvyxAnpovopua] denotes the joint possession 
(with the believing Jews) of eternal Messianic bliss,—a posses- 
sion now indeed still ideal (Rom. viii. 24), but to be really 
accomplished at the setting up of the kingdom. See on 
i, 11; 14, v. 5; Acts xx. 32; Rom. viii. 17; Gal. iii, 28. — 
ctoocopa Kal ovuueroxa x.7.d.] That which is already suffi- 
ciently designated by ovyrAnp. is yet again twice expressed, 
once figuratively and the next time literally ;* in which no 
climax is to be found (Jerome, Pelagius, Zanchius, Schenkel), 
but the great importance of the matter has led the apostle, 
deeply impressed by it, to accumulated description.” ove- 
copa denotes belonging jointly to the body (ue. as members 
to the Messianic community, whose head is Christ, i. 23, 
ii. 16). The word does not occur elsewhere, except in the 
Fathers (see Suicer, Zhes. II. p. 1191), and was perhaps 
formed by Paul himself. Comp. however, ovoowuaTomoıelv, 
Arist. de mundo, iv. 30. cuppéroxos, too, occurs only here 
and v. 7, and besides, in Josephus, Bell. i. 24. 6, and the 
Fathers, Comp. ovuuerexwo, 2 Mace. v. 20; Xen. Anab. 
vil. 8.17; Plat. Theaet. p. 181 C. The erwayye\va is the 
promise of the Messianic blessedness, which God has given in 
the O. T., comp. ii. 12. He, however, who has joint share in 
the promise is he to whom it jointly relates, in order to be 
jointly realized in his case; hence » emayyeXia is not to be 
interpreted as res promissa, which several (Menochius, Grotius, 
Bengel; comp. Estius) have referred to the Holy Spirit (Gal. 
iii. 14; Heb. vi. 4; Acts ii. 39), but at variance with the 
context (auyrAnp.). The thrice occurring ovv has the mp@rov 
of the Jews (Acts iii, 26;.Rom. i, 16) as its presupposition.® 


? Harless thinks, the one time after the analogy of persons, and the other 
time after the analogy of things. But as well in ciccwua as in evarir. the 
relation of persons and of things is combined. 

? On the accumulation of synonymous expressions in earnest emotional dis- 
course, comp. Düntzer, Aristarch. p. 41. 

3 But the thought that the substantial contents of the gospel are identical 
with Judaism (Baur, Neutest. Theol. p. 276) is incorrectly imported. See, in 
opposition to it, especially ii, 15. 

Mryver—Epu, L 
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— ev TO Xpict@] dependent on eivaı, applies to all three 
elements, as does also the following dca rod evayy. In Christ, 
as the Reconciler, the auyrAnpovowia x.7.r. of the Gentiles is 
objectively founded; and through the gospel, which is pro- 
claimed to them, the subjective appropriation in the way of 
faith is brought about. The annexing, with Vatablus, Koppe, 
and Holzhausen, ev t® Xpior® to Ths Erayy., is not to be 
approved, just because the reader, as he needed no more pre- 
cise definition in connection with ovyrAnp. and oVoowua, 
understood also of himself what émayyeAta was meant, and 
the absolute ths émayy. (see the critical remarks) is more 
emphatic. 

Ver. 7. Aidxovos] Comp. Col. i. 23; 2 Cor. iii. 6; also 
Luke i. 2. Paul became a servant of the gospel when he was 
enjoined by God through Christ (Gal. i. 1,15 ff; Acts ix. 
22, 26) to devote his activity to the proclamation of the 
gospel. The distinction from ümnperns (used by Paul only at 
1 Cor. iv. 1) is not, as Harless supposes, that öıd«ovos denotes 
the servant in his activity for the service, while Umnperns 
denotes him in his activity for the Master (see, in opposition 
to this,.1 'Cor.:xii. 3.;\ Rom. xiii. 4: 2 Conwiles Colsing 
iv. 6); but both words indicate without distinction of reference 
the relation of service, and the difference lies only in this, that 
the two designations, in accordance with their etymology, are 
originally borrowed from different concrete relations of service 
(Svdk., runner; üÜmmp., rower; see the Lexicons, and on 
didxovos, Buttm. Zexil. I. p. 218 ff); in the usage, however, 
of the N. T., both words have retained merely the general 
notion of servant, as very frequently also with Greek writers. 
In opposition to Harless it may be also urged that not only is 
the expression dvaxovety Twi Tı used, but also in like manner 
Umnpereiv tii rı (Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 46, Cyr. i. 6. 39; Soph. 
Phil. 1012). The gift, which was conferred upon Paul by the 
divine grace, and in consequence of which he became a servant 
of the gospel, is, agreeably to the context, the apostolic office 
(comp. vv. 2, 8), not the donum linguarum (Grotius), nor yet 
the gift of the Holy Spirit (Flatt, after older expositors). — 
kata thy Evepy. T. Suv. adtod] belongs to tiv dodeloav por. 
To the efficacious action of the power of God (comp. ver. 20, 
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and on i. 19) the bestowal of the gift of grace leads back the 
mind of the apostle, in the consciousness of what he had been 
before, Gal. i. 13 ff. “Haec est potentiae ejus efficacia, ex 
nihilo grande aliquid efficere,’ Calvin. By the bestowal, in 
fact, of that gift of the divine grace Saul had become changed 
into Paul; hence cata rnv Evepy. T. Suv. adrod, 

Ver. 8. The apostle now explains himself more fully on 
what had been said in ver. 7, and that entirely from the 
standpoint of the humility, with which, in the deep feeling of 
his personal unworthiness, he looked forth upon the great- 
ness and glory of his vocation. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 9. — After 
ver. 7 a full stop is to be placed, and tots €O@veow evayy. is 
the explanation of the xapıs aürn. Harless regards éuol.. . 
avtn as a parenthetic exclamation, like ii. 6, and tots é6p. 
evayy. as a more precise definition of what is meant by dwped. 
He finds it contrary to nature to meet in the long intercala- 
tion (vv. 2-13) a halting- point, and yet not a return to 
the main subject. But in opposition to. the whole view of 
such an intercalation, see on ver. 1. And hardly could it 
occur to a reader not to connect evayyeAicacdaı with the 
immediately preceding 7 xapıs aürn, specially when r® 
EAaxıoToTepw K.T.X. points to the contrast of the greatness of 
the vocation, which very greatness is depicted, and in how 
truly grand a style! from tots €@veow forward. — On the 
forms of degree constructed from the superlative (or even the 
comparative, as 3 John 4), see Sturz, ad Maitt. p. 44; 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 135f.; Winer, p. 65 [E. T. 81]. In 
the analysis the comparative sense is to be maintained (the 
least, lesser than all). — The expression of humility wavrwv 
aylwv, ie. than all Christians, is even far stronger than 
1 Cor. xv. 9. Ovx ele Tov dmoctoAwv, Chrysostom. What 
was the ground of this self-abasement (which, indeed, Baur, 
p. 447, enumerates among the “ heightening imitations”) the 
reader knew, without the necessity for Paul writing it to him, — 


! The readings äyfp@rwv in 4 and Chrys., &rorrörw» in Archel., and äyio» 
“#0070%w in 46, are attempts at interpretation, of which zufporw» was meant 
to guard against understanding the dy of the angels; ayia» is wanting 
only in Marcion and 72*, and Semler ought not to have looked upon it as 
spurious. 


164 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


namely, not the consciousness of sin in general (Harless), in 
which respect Paul knew that he stood on the saine level with 
any other (Rom. iii. 22, xi. 32; Gal. iii. 22), as with every 
believer upon an equal footing of redemption by the death of 
Christ (Gal. iii. 13, 14; Rom. vii. 25, vii. 2), but the deeply 
humbling consciousness of having persecuted Christ, which, 
inextinguishable in him, so often accompanied his recalling of 
the grace of the apostolic office vouchsafed to him (1 Cor. 
xv. 9; Phil. iii. 6; comp. 1 Tim. i 13). — rois é@verw] Paul 
was apostle of the @entiles. — 70 ave&ıxv. mAoDTos Tod 
Xpictod] By this is meant the whole divine fulness of salva- 
tion, of which Christ is the possessor and bestower, and which 
is of such a nature that the human intellect cannot explore it 
so as to form an adequate conception of it. This does not 
hinder the proclamation, which, on the contrary, is rendered 
possible by revelation, but imposes on the cognition (1 Cor. xiii. 
9-12) as on the proclamation their limits. As to ave£ıyv., 
see on Rom. xi. 33. 

Ver. 9. Kai dwricat mavras] According to Harless, who is 
followed by Olshausen, Paul makes a transition to all men: 
“not, however, to the Gentiles alone, but to all.” Wrongly, 
since Paul must have written xal mavras dwricaı, as he had 
before prefixed tots €Ovecw. mavras applies to all Gentiles, 
and the progress of the discourse has regard not to the persons, 
but to a particular main point (ai, and in particular), upon 
which Paul in his proclamation of the riches of Christ gives 
information to all Gentiles. — dwricar] collustrare, of the 
enlightenment of the mind (John i. 9), which is here to be 
conceived of as brought about by means of the preaching. 
Comp. Heb. vi. 4 (and Bleek, ad loc.), x. 32; Ps. cxix. 130; 
Ecclus. xlv. 17. Docere (Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, and 
others) hits doubtless the real sense, but unwarrantably 
abandons the figure. The possible difficulty that Christ Him- 
self is in fact the light (John. i. 9, xii. 35) disappears on 
considering that the apostles are mediately the enlightened 
ones (2 Cor. iv. 4; Matt. v. 14), the proclaimers and bearers 
(Acts xxvi. 18) of the divine light and its moral powers (v. 8). 
— tls 1) oikovopia K.T.A.] 1.0. what is the arrangement, which is 
made with regard to the mystery, etc, As to oikovoula, see On 
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i. 10, iii. 2; the mystery is that indicated as to its contents 
in ver. 6 ; and what has been adjusted or arranged with regard 
thereto (N oikovowia Tod uvornpiov), consists in the fact that 
this mystery, hidden in God from the very first, was to be 
made known in the present time through the church to the 
heavenly powers. See what follows. — dzroxexpup.] ceovyn- 
peévov, Rom. xvi. 25. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 7; Col. i, 26.— amo 
av aiwvev| from the world-periods, since they have begun to 
run their course, from the very beginning. The mystery, namely, 
was decreed already po tév aiwvov, 1 Cor. ii. 7, comp. Eph. 
i. 4, but is conceived of as hidden only since the beginning of 
the ages, because there was no one previously. for whom it 
could be hidden. The same thing with amo tov aidver here 
is denoted at Rom. xvi. 25 by the popular expression xpovoıs 
aiwvios. We may add that ad tév aiwvwv occurs in the 
N. T. only here and Col. i. 26; elsewhere is found the expres- 
sion current also in Greek authors, am’ ai@vos (Luke i. 70; 
Acts iii. 21), and ex tod ai@vos (John ix. 32).— 70 Ta mavra 
krioavrı] quippe qui omnia! ereavit, Herein lies—and this 
is the significant bearing of this more precise designation of 
God—a confirmation of what has just been said, Tod azoxe- 
kpvu. amo Tov aiwv. ev TO Oecd. DBengel aptly observes: 
“rerum omnium creatio fundamentum est omnis reliquae 
oeconomiae, pro potestate Dei universali liberrime dispensatae.” 
He who has created all that exists must already have had im- 
plieitly contained in His creative plan the great unfolding of 
the world, which forms the contents of this mystery, so that 
thus the latter was amo T@v aidvev hidden in God. Comp. on 
0 TOLOY Ta’TAa yvwora am’ alavos, Acts xv. 18, and as to the 
idea which underlies our passage also, that already the creative 
word contemplated Christ as its aim,? Col. i. 16 ff., and the com- 
mentary thereon. Rückert thinks that Paul wishes to indicate 


! The totality of that which exists, the whole world. Every limitation of this 
universal meaning is unwarranted, as when Beza, Piscator, Flatt, and others 
refer it to mankind. ‘‘Unus Deus omnes populos condidit, sic etiam nunc 
omnes ad se vocat,” Beza. Holzhausen, too, arbitrarily limits it to all spiritual 
beings, called to everlasting life; while Matthies mixes up also in xriezvr, the 
effecting of the spiritual blessedness. 

2 Hence «is ’Invodv Xporev would have been a more correct gloss than die *Ineod 
Xp., which the Recepta has. 
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how far it may not surprise us that He, from whom all things 
are derived, should have concealed a part of His all-embracing 
plan, in order to bring it to light only at the due time. But, 
apart from the fact that the creation of all things does not at 
all involve as a logical inference the concealment of a part of 
the divine plan, it was not the azroxexpup. in itself that needed 
a ground assigned for it, since in fact this predicate is neces- 
sarily implied in the notion of pvornpiov, but the arokerp. a6 
Tov aiwvwv, This amo Tov aiwver is the terminus a quo, 
which was introduced with the krieıs Tay mavtwy. At variance 
with the context, Olshausen holds that Paul wished to call 
attention to the fact that the establishment of redemption itself 
[of which the apostle in fact is not speaking] is a creative act 
of God, which could have proceeded only from Him who created 
all things. Harless places 7@ ra mavra «tic. in connection 
with iva «.rt.A., ver. 10. But see on ver. 10. 


REMARK.— When 6:& Ijo0d Xpiorov is recognised as not genuine 
(see the critical remarks), the possibility is taken away of refer- 
ring xrisavrs to the moral creation by Christ, as is done by Calvin, 
Zanchius, Calixtus, Grotius, Crell, Locke, Semler, Morus, Koppe, 
Usteri, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others. But even if 
those words were genuine, the formal and absolute xrilew, as 
well as the emphatically prefixed and unlimited ra rdévra, would 
justify only the reference to the physical creation, Gen. i. Comp. 
Calovius and Reiche. 


Ver. 10. “Iva] not ecbatic (Thomas, Boyd, Zanchius, Estius, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Meier, Holzhausen), introduces the 
design, not, however, of T® ra mavra kricavrı, as, in addition 
to those who understand «tic. of the ethical creation, also 
Harless would take it.’ The latter sees in to ra mavra 
kricavrı iva x.7.. an explanation “ how the plan of redemp- 
tion had been from all ages hidden in God; inasmuch as it 
was He who created the world, in order to reveal in the church 
of Christ the manifoldness of His wisdom.” But the very 
doctrine itself, that the design of God in the creation of the 
world was directed to the making known of His wisdom to 
the angels, and by means of the Christian church, has nowhere 


1So also Baur refers it, p. 425, but explains the thus resulting aim of the 
creation from the doctrine of the Valentinians. 
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an analogy in the N. T.; according to Col. i. 16, Christ (the 
personal Christ Himself) is the aim of the creation of all 
things, even of the angels, who are here included in ra ravra. 
But as yvwpicO7 evidently corresponds to the drroxexpuppévov, 
and vöv to the azo tév aiwvwv, we cannot, without arbitrary 
disturbance of the whole arrangement of this majestic passage, 
regard iva yvopıcdn as other than the design of tod amorerp. 
amo Tov aiwvwv Ev Td Oecd, This statement of aim stands in 
exact significant relation to the vocation of the apostle, ver. 8 f., 
through which this very making known to the heavenly 
powers was partly effected. The less is there reason for 
taking ta yvep. K.T.A., with de Wette (on ver. 11) and Hof- 
mann, Schriftbew. I. p. 361 (who are followed by Schenkel), 
after earlier expositors, as defining the aim of the preaching 
of Paul, ver. 8 f.; in which case, besides, it would be offensive 
that Paul should ascribe specially to his work in preaching as 
its destined aim that, in which the other apostles withal (comp. 
in particular Acts xv. 7), and the many preachers to the 
Gentiles of that time (such as Barnabas), had a share. The 
joining on to the adjectival element azroxexp. x.7.d. produces 
no syntactical incongruity, but is as much in keeping with 
the carrying forward of the discourse by way of chain in our 
Epistle,as in accord with the reference of so significant a bearing 
to ver. 8 f.—yvwpic04 viv] The emphasis is not upon viv 
(Rückert and others), but upon yvopıc9n, in keeping with the 
amoxexp.: in order that it should not remain hidden, but 
should be made known, etc. — Tals apyais x. T. éEovciats] See 
oni. 21. The angelic powers are to recognise in the case of 
the Christian church the wisdom of God;—what a church- 
glorifying design, out of which God kept the wvornpıov 
from the beginning locked up in Himself! To the heavenly 
powers (comp. 1 Pet. i. 12), which therefore are certainly 
not thought of as abstractions, the earthly institute is to show 
the wisdom of God; an even, however, is quite arbitrarily 
inserted before tats apy. (Grotius, Meier). The explanation 
of the diabolie powers (Ambrosiaster, Vatablus, not Estius), 
which Vorstius, Bengel, Olshausen, Hofmann, Bleek at least 
understand as included, is entirely foreign to the context (it is 
otherwise at vi. 12), even though Ev Tois Emrovpavioıs (comp. 
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i. 3, 20) were not added. Throughout the whole connection the 
contrast of earth and heaven prevails. Wrongly,too,we may add, 
secular rulers (Zeger, Knatchbull), Jewish archons (Schottgen, 
Locke), heathen priests (van Til), and Christian church-overseers 
(Zorn), have been understood as here referred to (comp. i. 21) ; 
while Koppe would embrace “ quicquid est vi, sapientia, 
dignitate insigne,’ and would only not exclude the angels on 
account of Ev tots Errovp. — Ev Tots érroup. is, as always in our 
Epistle (see on i. 3), definition of place: in heaven, not: in the 
case of the heavenly things, which are to be perceived in connec- 
tion with the church (Zeltner, comp. Baumgarten), and such like 
(see in Wolf). It is most naturally to be combined (comp. 
vi. 12) with tais apy. «. t. e£ovo., in which case it was not 
needful to place rats before ev tots Errovpavioıs, seeing that 
the Ev tots Erovpav., more precisely fixing the definition of 
the notion of the dpyat and e£ovaiaı (for even upon earth 
there are dpyaé and e£oveiaı), is blended into a unity of notion 
with those two words (Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 195), so that 
there is no linguistic necessity for connecting, as does Matthies," 
Ev tois émoup. with Yvop. — The question why Paul did not 
write simply Tois ayyeAoıs is not to be answered, with Hof- 
mann, to the effect, that the spirits ruling in the ethnic world 
are intended, because such a special reference of the general 
expression T. apy. «. T. E£ovo. must have been specified (by 


1 The whole apprehension of our passage by Matthies is mistaken. He refers 
ro rx xévra xeric. to all that God has either created in the natural reference 
of the term, or accomplished in a spiritual respect for the salvation of men. 
According to his view, ‘vz applies to ca r& =. xrir.; the apyal zul tZourias are 
“the high and mighty ones who live in the world, or even in an invisible 
spiritual manner play their part in the same ;” r& iwoypzua is to be taken “as 
the actually subsisting aggregate of all that is heavenly—as the kingdom of 
God.” In the heavenly kingdom the wisdom of God becomes manifest by 
means of the church, and particularly to these high and mighty ones, because 
these are now, in the heavenly kingdom founded by Christ, brought, by means 
of the church, to the consciousness of their powerlessness.—Thus, in fact, there 
are, as well in the notion of x7iZs» as in that of äpxel x. iZoue., two wholly 
different conceptions combined, in opposition to the hermeneutic principle of 
the unity of the sense ; ra iwoypzua is arbitrarily generalized in a spiritualistic 
way, and the thought that the apxei xa) iZsueies are brought to the conscious- 
ness of their powerlessness is purely imported, and the more mistakenly, inas- 
much as it is God’s copia, not His dvveus, of which it is here said that it is 
made manifest to the dpyai xai iZoue. 
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the addition of tav Edvav, or something of that sort) ; but to 
the effect, that the designation of the angels on the side of 
their power and rank, in contradistinction to the dua rAs 
éxxrnalas, serves for the glorifying of the exkAmoia. The 
designation corresponds to the fulness and the lofty pathos 
by which the: whole passage is marked, In i, 21, also, an 
analogous reason is found, namely, the glorifying of Christ. It 
is to be observed, in general, that the name d@yyedos does not 
occur at all in our Epistle. — da ths éxxAnotas]| The Christian 
church (ze. the collective body of believers regarded as one 
community, comp. 1 Cor, xi, 28, x, 32, xv. 93>Galk. 4 11; 
Phil. iii. 6; Col. i. 18, 24,—hence not betraying the later 
Catholic notion) is, in its existence and its living development, 
as composed of Jews and Gentiles combined in a higher unity, 
the medium de facto for the divine wisdom becoming known, 
the actual voucher of the same; because it is the actual 
voucher of the redemption which embraces all mankind and 
raises it above the hostile contrast of Judaism and heathenism, 
—this highest manifestation of the divine wisdom (Rom. 
x1. 32 f.). To the angels, in accordance with their ministering 
interest in the work of redemption (Matt. xviii 10; Luke 
mye Oy bk (Corn xin LO y Hebi, V5 Pet, ur 12)ethe 
church of the redeemed is therefore, as it were, the mirror, by 
means of which the wisdom of God exhibits itself to them. 
— moAvroikıros] Eur. Iph. T. 1149; Eubul. in Athen. xv. 
p. 679 D; Orph. v. 11, lx. 4. It signifies much-mani- 
fold, we. in a high degree manifold, quite corresponding 
to the Latin multiarius. That it signifies very wise (Wolf, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller) has been erroneously assumed from 
Aesch. Prom. 1308, where zroékiXos means crafty. As moAv- 
moikı\os, the wisdom of God manifests itself to the angels 
through the church, inasmuch as the counsel of the re- 
demption of the world is therein presented to them in its 
universal realization, and they thus behold the manifold ways 
and measures of God, which He had hitherto taken with 
reference to the Jews and Gentiles, all now in their connec- 
tion with the institute of redemption,—all uniting in this as 
their goal. The church is thus for them, as regards the 
manifold wisdom of God, the central fact of revelation ; for 
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the roAvmoıkiAovs S05 Oeod, which they before knew not as 
to their ultimate end, but only in and by themselves (and 
how diverse were these ways with the Jews and with the 
sentiles !), they now see in point of fact, through the church 
(“ haec enim operum divinorum theatrum est,” Bengel), as 
moAvmoikıX\os copia. Thus by the appearing of the éxxAnola 
as a fact in the history of salvation, the wisdom of the divine 
government of the world has been on every side unveiled 
and brought to recognition. Entirely without warrant, Baur 
assumes, p. 429, that the Gnostic copia, with its heterogeneous 
forms and conditions (comp. Iren. Heer. i. 4. 1), was present 
to the mind of the writer. 

Ver. 11. Kara mpödeoıw Tov aiwvwov] belongs neither to 
moAvmoikı$8os (Holzhausen) nor to codia (Koppe, Baumgarten- 
Crusius), nor does it relate to ver. 9 (Michaelis), nor yet to 
all that precedes from ver. 3 or ver. 5 (Flatt, comp. Zanchius, 
Morus), but to wa yvwpıo®n x.T.A., giving information im- 
portant in its bearing on this wa: in accordance with the 
purpose of the world-periods, (.e. in conformity with the purpose 
which God had during the world-periods (from the commence- 
ment of the ages up to the execution of the purpose) ; for 
already mpo xaraßoins Koomov it was formed, i. 3, but from 
the beginning of the world-ages it was hidden in God, ver. 9. 
On the genitive, comp. Jude 6; Ps. cxlv. 13 ; Winer, p. 169 
[E. T. 234]. Others, incorrectly, take it as: the purpose 
concerning the different periods of the world, according to which, 
namely, God at first chose no people, then chose the Jews, 
and lastly called Jews and Gentiles to the Messianic kingdom 
(Schoettgen, comp. Chrysostom, Theophylact, Estius, Cornelius 
a Lapide, Baumgarten, Semler); for it is only the one purpose, 
accomplished in Christ, that is spoken of. See what follows. 
According to Baur, cata mpd0eow Tov aiwv. means: according 
to what God ideally proposed to Himself in the aeons (that 
is, the subjects of the divine ideas, constituting as such the 
essence of God). According to the Gnostic view, this returns, 
after it has been accomplished in Christ, as the realized idea 
back into itself.— iv ézolncev ev X. 'I.] applies not to 
cobia (Jerome, Luther, Moldenhauer), but to mpoOeow, and 
means: which He has fulfilled in Christ Jesus, So Castalio, 
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Vatablus, Grotius, Zachariae, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Holzhausen, 
Matthies, Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, and others. Comp. ro 
OérAnua moueiv (ii. 3; Matt. xxi. 31; John vi. 38), tiv yrounv 
mou (Acts xvii. 17). Others: which He has formed in 
Christ Jesus. So Beza, Calvin, Estius, Michaelis, Morus, et al., 
including Flatt, Riickert, Meier, Harless, Baumgarten-Crusius ; 
also Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 230. Linguistically admissible. 
Comp. Mark iii. 6, xv. 1; Isa. xxix. 15; Herod.i.127. But 
the context tells in favour of the first-named interpretation, 
since what follows is the explanation assigning the ground of 
the purpose not as formed, but as carried into effect ; hence 
not merely ev Xpioct@ is said, but €v Xpiot@ *Inood (comp. 
i. 5), since not the forming of that purpose, but its accomplish- 
ment, took place in the historically manifested Messiah, Jesus 
—in Him, in His personal self-sacrifice is the realization of 
that divine purpose contained. 

Ver. 12. "Ev & «.r.X.] gives the experimentally (Exowev) 
confirmatory proof for the just stated vy Eroimoev &v X. I. 
See on i. 7.— nv mappnelav] denotes not the libertatem 
dicendi, as at vi. 19, since not merely the apostle’s (Vatablus) 
experimental consciousness, but that of the Christian is, in 
harmony with the context, expressed by €youev; and the 
limitation to prayer (Bengel, Holzhausen) is entirely arbitrary. 
It is rather the free, joyful mood of those reconciled to God, in 
which they are assured of the divine grace (the opposite: fear 
of God’s wrath). Comp. Heb. iii. 6, iv. 16, x. 19, 35; 1 John 
li, 28, iii. 21, iv. 17, v. 14; also Wisd. v. 1, and see Grimm 
in loc.; Bleek on Hebr. II. 1, p. 416 f. This rappnoia car’ 
€eEoxnv is denoted by the article. — kat ryv mpocaywynv] 
See on ii. 18. Likewise a formally consecrated notion. — Ev 
memowdncoeı] Fundamental disposition, in which we have, ete. 
For without confidence (see, as to memroi@., on 2 Cor. i. 15) the 
Tappnoia and the mpooaywyn are not possible. How gloriously 
is this wezroi@now on the part of the apostle expressed at 
eg. Rom. viii. 38 f.!— 8a ths mictews avtod| Causa medians 
of the Eyonev «.7.4. Christ is the objective ground on which 
this rests, and faith in Christ is the subjective means for its 
appropriation and continued possession, Rom. v. 1, 2. In 
avrod there is implied nothing more than in eis aurov (see on 
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Rom. iii. 22; Gal. iii. 22), and what Matthies finds in it (the 
faith having reference to Him alone) is a sheer importation. 
Ver. 15. Once more reviewing the whole section concern- 
ing the great contents of his office as apostle of the Gentiles 
(vv. 2-12), he concludes it, in especial retrospective reference 
to the introduction thereof (ver. 1), with the entreaty to the 
readers not to become discouraged, ete., in order thereupon 
yet further to attach to ver. 14 ff. a rich outpouring of 
intercession for them, which terminates in an enthusiastic 
doxology (ver. 20 f.). According to this view, d/o has its refer- 
ence not merely in ver. 12, but in the whole of what Paul 
has said, vv. 2-12, regarding his office, namely: On that 
account, because so great and blissful a task has by God’s 
grace been assigned to me in my calling, J entreat you, etc. The 
greater the office conferred by God, the less does it become those 
whom it concerns to take offence or become downcast at the 
sufferings and persecutions of its holder.— un exkareiv | applies 
to the readers: that ye become not disheartened, faint-hearted 
and cowardly in the confession of the gospel,—not to Paul: 
that I become not disheartened, as Syriac, Theodoret, Jerome, 
Bengel, Semler, and others, including Riickert, Harless, 
Olshausen, Baumgarten - Crusius, take it. In opposition to 
the latter, it may be urged that the supplying of ©eov after 
aitovpat, demanded in connection therewith, is in no wise 
indicated by the context, which rather in the bare aitodpac 
(comp. 2 Cor. v. 20, x. 2) conveys only the idea of a request 
to the readers (it is otherwise at Col. i. 9 ; Jas. i. 6). Further, 
itis é€ott Sofa tuov manifestly contains a motive for the 
readers, to fulfil that which Paul entreats. Only from rovrov 
xapıv, ver. 14, begins an intercession for the readers, that God 
may strengthen them. The pov, finally, after OAtpeou is 
wholly superfluous, if Paul is imploring constancy for himself ; 
but not, if he is beseeching the readers not to become faint- 
hearted, while he is suffering for them. — As to the form 
eykareiv in Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Riickert, see on 2 Cor. 


1 Harless finds, with Rhenferd (in Wolf), the connection: ‘ ut pro se primum, 
tum pro Ephesiis oret.” But this change of the persons would have needed 
to be indicated by emphatic pronouns, if it were not to be looked upon as 
imported, 
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iv. 1.—év tats Ortpeot pou imép un] in the tribulations 
which I endure for your sake (namely, as apostle of the 
Gentiies). Comp. Paul’s own so touching comment upon this 
vmép tuov, in Phil. ii. 17. The €» denotes the subsisting 
relation, in which their courage is not to give way. See Winer, 
p. 346 [E. T. 483]. To this conception the explanation on 
account of (Erasmus, Beza, Piscator, Estius, and others) is also 
to be referred. wtép duer is rightly attached, without repeti- 
tion of the article, to tats OA. pov, because one may say 
Orißeodaı brép twos (2 Cor. i. 6; comp. Col. i. 24). Comp. 
on Gal. iv. 14. Harless connects t7rép ty. with aitoduat: I 
pray for your benefit. How violently opposed to the order 
of the words, and, with the right view of airodwaı, impos- 
sible! — ris éott do&a tuadv] is designed to animate to the 
fulfilment of the entreaty, so that #rus introduces an expla- 
nation serving as a motive thereto (Herm. ad Oecd. R. 688; 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 385), not equivalent to #; but referring 
what is predicated “ ad ipsam rei naturam” (Kühner, ad Xen. 
Mem. p. 190), like qui quidem, quippe qui, utpote qui. Hrs 
may be referred either to the un exkaretv (Theodoret, Zanchius, 
Harless, Olshausen, Schenkel) or to rais OXhheoti pou wrrép 
vudy (so usually). In either case the relative is attracted 
by the following ö6&a, and this not as Hebraizing (Beza, 
Matthies, and many), but as a Greek usage. Comp. as regards 
the ordinary exegesis, according to which the nwmber also is 
attracted, Dem. c. Aphob. p. 853. 31: E&xeı.... . Oyöonkovra pev 
uväs, mv E&Xaße mpoika THs unrpos;, and see, in general, Winer, 
p. 150 [E.T. 206]. The usual reference is the right one; 
the sufferings of the apostle for the readers were a glory oJ the 
latter, it redounded to their honour that he suffered for them, 


1 This assertion stands in correct connection with his high apostolic position. 
That the apostle as depsos rod Xpierod suffered for the Gentile-Christians, could 
only redound to the honour of the latter, inasmuch as they could not but 
appear of the higher value, the more he did not refuse to undergo afflictions for 
them. This we remark in opposition not only to Riickert, who finds it most 
advisable to leave the contents of the clause indefinite, in order not to deprive it 
of its oratorical significance, but also in opposition to Harless and Olshausen, 
who are of opinion that the sufferings of the apostle could not in themselves be 
any glory for the Gentile-Christians. They are so on account of the dignity of 
the sufferer, and of his relation to those for whose sake he suffered, 
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and this relation could not but raise them far above the Exkakeiv, 
else they would not have accorded with the thought brought 
to their consciousness by the rus é€otl dofa ünav. The 
referring of Arıs to un Erkakeiv is inconsistent with the correct 
explanation of the latter (see above) ; for if Paul had said that 
it was glorious for the readers not to grow faint, he would either 
have given expression to a very general and commonplace 
thought, or else to one of which the specific contents must 
first be mentally supplied (gloria spiritualis); whereas the 
proposition: “ my tribulations are your glory,’ is in a high 
degree appropriate alike to the ingenious mode of expression, 
and to the apostolic sense of personal dignity, in which is 
implied a holy pride. Comp. Phil. ii. 17. 

Vv. 14, 15.1 Tovrov xapıv] on this account, in order that 
ye may not become disheartened, ver. 13. Against the view 
that there is here a resumption of ver. 1, see on that verse. — 
KaeT TO K.TA.] THY KaTavevvypérny Sénow EönAwaev, Chry- 
sostom. See on Phil. ii. 10. “ A signo rem denotat,” Calvin; 
so that we have not, with Calovius and others, to think of an 
actual falling on his knees during the writing. Comp. Jerome, 
who makes reference to the genua mentis. — mpos] direction 
of the activity: before the Father. — €E od mäca marpıa 
#.T.A.] Instead of saying: before the Father of all angels and 
men (a designation of God which naturally suggested itself to 
him as an echo of the great thoughts, ver. 10 and ver. 6), 
Paul expresses himself more graphically by an ingenious 
paronomasia, which cannot be reproduced in German (marepa 

. marpıa): from whom every family in heaven and upon 
earth bears the name, namely, the name warpıa, because God 
is marnp of all these watpiai. Less simple and exact, because 
not rendering justice to the purposely chosen expression 
employed by Paul only here, is the view of de Wette: “every 
race, i.e. every class of beings which have arisen (?), bears the 
name of God as its Creator and Father, just as human races 
bear the name from their ancestor, e.g. the race of David from 
David.” — €E od] forth from whom ; origin of the name, which 
is derived from God as marnp. On övouabeordaı Er, comp. 
Hom. Il. x. 68: marpodev Ex yevens dvouatwy avdpa ExacTov. 

1 On ver. 15, see Reiche, Comm. Crit. p. 156 ff. 
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Xen. Mem. iv. 5. 12: én öe al To S:ar€éyecOar ovouacdnvaı 
€x Tov ovviovras Kown BovAeveodaı. Soph. Oed. R. 1036. 
— aca marpıa] marpıd, with classical writers ordinarily 
marpa, is equivalent to gens, a body belonging to a common 
stock, whether it be meant in the narrower sense of a family,’ 
or in the wider, national sense of a tribe (Acts iii. 25 ; 1 Chron. 
xvi. 28; Ps. xxii. 27; Herod. i. 200). In the latter sense 
here; for every gens in the heavens can only apply to the 
various classes of angels (which are called arpıai, not as 
though there were propagation among them, Matt. xxii. 30, 
but because they have God as their Creator and Lord for a 
Father); as a suitable analogue, however, to the classes of 
angels, appear on earth not the particular families, but the 
nationalities. Rightly Chrysostom and his successors explain the 
word by yeveat or yevn. The Vulgate has paternitas, a sense 
indicated also by Jerome, Theodoret, and others. Theodoret 
says: 0s dAnOas trdpyer TaTHp, Os OV Tap dANoU TOUTO Aaßwv 
Exei, GAN’ avTos Tols AAAo0LS peTadédwxe TODTO. This view (comp. 
Goth.: “all fadreinis”) is expressed by Luther (approved in 
the main by Harless): Who is the true Father over all that are 
called children, etc. But warpıa never means fathership or 
fatherliness (7atporns), and what could be the meaning of that 
fathership in heaven?” mäca, every, shows that Paul did not 
think only of two warpıat, the totality of the angels and the 
totality of men (Calvin, Grotius, Wetstein, Koppe, and others), 
or of the blessed in heaven and the elect on earth (Calovius, 
Wolf), but of a plurality, as well of angelic as of human 
marpıai; and to this extent his conception is, as regards the 
numerical form, though not as regards the idea of marpıa, dif- 
ferent from that of the Rabbins, according to which the angels 
(with the Cabbalists, the Sephiroth) are designated as familia 
superior (see Wetstein, p. 247 f.; Buxtorf, Zex. Talm. p. 1753 ; 


! To this head belongs also the Jewish-genealogical distinction from $va%, 
according to which warp denotes a branch of one of the twelve tribes 
(gvaay). See on Luke ii. 4. Similarly in the sense of a family-association 
often with Pindar. On the relation of the word to the kindred ¢parpia, see 
Boeckh, ad Pind, Nem. V. L. iv. 47; Dissen, p. 387; Hermann, Staatsalterth. 
§ 5. 4, 10. 

2 Jerome finds it in the archangels, and Theodoret says: ovdpuvious warzpas 
Fol; wysvaarırous xaasi, and cites 1 Cor. iv. 15. 
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Schoettgen, Horae, p. 1237 f.). Some have even explained. 
mäca marpıa as the whole family, in which case likewise 
either the angels and men (Michaelis, Zachariae, Morus, Meier, 
Olshausen, and earlier expositors), or the blessed in heaven and 
Christians on earth (Beza), have been thought of: but this is 
on the ground of linguistic usage erroneous. Comp. on ii. 21. 
— dvopaterar] bears the name, namely, the name tatpid ; see 
above. The text does not yield anything else ;’ and if many 
(Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, Michaelis, Zachariae, 
Morus, Koppe, and others, including Flatt and Olshausen) 
have understood the name children of God, this is purely 
imported. Others have taken “nomen pro re” (Zanchius, 
Menochius, Estius, et al.), so that dvouafeoPar would denote 
existere. So, too, Riickert, according to whom Paul designs to 
express the thought that God is called the Father, inasmuch 
as all that lives in heaven and upon earth has from Him 
existence and name (ie. dignity and peculiarity of nature). 
Contrary to linguistic usage; eivas dvouaferar must at least 
have been used in that case instead of dvouaferar (comp. 
Isaeus, de Menecl. her. 41: tov marepa, od elvaı wvoudedn, 
Plat. Pol. iv. p. 428 E: övouabovral twes eivaı). Incorrectly 
also Holzhausen : ovowdfew means to call into existence. 
Reiche takes EE od övonaberaı (of whom it bears the name) as 
the expression of the highest dominion and of the befitting 
reverence due, and refers mäca marpıa Ev ovp. to the pairings of 
the Aeons. The former without linguistic evidence: the latter 
a hysteroproteron. 


REMARK 1.—In 2% od... dvowaZ%eras God is certainly charac- 
terized as universal Father, as Father of all angel-classes in 
heaven and all peoples upon earth. Comp. Luther’s gloss: “ All 
angels, all Christians, yea, all men, are God’s children, for He 
created them all.” But it is not at all meant by the apostle in 
the bare sense of creation, nor in the rationalistie conception of 
the all-fatherhood, when he says that every rarpı“ derives this 


1 For the very reason that Paul does not put any defining addition to övouz- 
Zeras (in opposition to Reiche’s objection). Nor is it to be objected, with 
Reiche, that the human »zrpz bears the name not from God, but from the 
human ancestor. This historical relation remains entirely unaffected by the 
higher thought, that they are called xazpa from the universal, heavenly Father. 
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name é @®eoö, as from its father; but in the higher spiritual 
sense of the divine Fatherhood and the sonship of God. He 
thinks, in connection with the 2 oi, of a higher carpédev than 
that of the mere creation. For carpi, so termed from God as 
their zar%p, are not merely all the communities of angels, since 
these were indeed vio’ @soö from the beginning, and have 
not fallen from this viorng; but also all nationalities among 
men, inasmuch as not only the Jews, but also all Gentile 
nations, have obtained part in the Christian viodecia, and the 
latter are OUYXANPWVOLA AU GIOCHMA AU CUMMETOYa TIS Emayyeriag 
iv + Xpioro (ver. 6). If this has not yet become completely 
realized, it has at any rate already been so partially, while Paul 
writes; and in God’s counsel it stands ideally as an accom- 
plished fact. On that account Paul says with reason also of 
every nationality upon earth, that it bears the name carpi, 
because God is its Father. Without cause, therefore, Harless 
has taken offence at the notion of the All-fatherhood, which 
is here withal clearly though ideally expressed, and given to 
the passage a limitation to which the all-embracing mode of 
expression is entirely opposed: “whose name every child [ü.e. 
every true child] in heaven and upon earth bears.” Conse- 
quently, as though Paul had written something like: 2£ 03 cé&oa 
arndıyn varpıa x.r.r. With a like imported limitation Erasmus, 
Paraphr.: “omnis cognatio spiritualis, qua conglutinantur sive 
angeli in coelis, sive fideles in terris.” 

REMARK 2.— With the non-genuineness of rod xupiou judy 
’I. X. (see the critical remarks) falls also the possibility of 
referring ¢& ob to Christ (Beza, although with hesitation, Calvin, 
Zanchius, Hammond, Cramer, Reiche, and others). But if 
those words were genuine (de Wette, among others, defends 
them), ¢& ob would still apply to God, because ¢& of x.r.r. charac- 
terizes the fatherly relation, and ive 6% x.r.7. applies to the 
Father. — Lastly, polemic references, whether in opposition to 
the particularism of the Jews (Chrysostom, Calvin, Zanchius, 
and others), or even in opposition to “scholam Simonis, qui 
plura principia velut plures Deos introducebat ” (Estius), or in 
opposition to the worship of angels (Michaelis), or in opposition 
to the Gnostic doctrine of Syzygies (Reiche), are to be utterly 
dismissed, because arbitrary in themselves and inappropriate to 
the character and contents of the prayer before us. 


Ver. 16. “Iva 86] (see the critical remarks) introduces the 
design of the xaumrw «.7.r., and therewith the contents of 
the prayer. Comp. on i. 17.— cata To mAoÜres THs SeEns 
avtov] i.e. in accordance with the fact that His glory is in so 

MEYER—EPH. M 
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great fulness. Comp. on i. 7. It may be referred either to 66 
vuiv or to what follows. The former is the most natural ; 
comp. i. 17. According to His rich fulness in glory, God can 
and will bestow that which is prayed for. The öo&a, namely, 
embraces the whole glorious perfection of God, and can only 
with caprice be limited to the power (Grotius, Koppe, and 
others) or to the grace (Beza, Calvin, Zachariae, and others ; 
comp. Matthies, Holzhausen, Olshausen). — övvaueı kparaw- 
Onvar] instrumental dative: with power (which is instilled) to 
be strengthened ; opposite of exkakeiv, ver. 13. That which 
effects this strengthening is the Holy Spirit (61a tod mvevuaros 
avTov). Comp. Rom. xv. 13. According to Harless, it is 
dative of the form (comp. ioyvew toils owmuacı, Xen. Mem. 
ii. 7. 7), so that the being strengthened in power is regarded as 
opposed to the being strengthened in knowledge, or the like. 
But to what end would Paul have added eis tov éow avOp., if 
he had meant such special strengthening? The strengthening 
is to concern the whole inner man; hence the reference to a 
single faculty of the mind (Olshausen refers övvawes primarily 
to the will) has no ground in the context. Others have 
explained it adverbially: in a powerful manner (Beza, Vater, 
Riickert, Matthies). See Bos, ed. Schaef. p. 743; Matthiae, 
p. 897. In this way övvauıs would be power, which is 
applied on the part of the strengthener. Comp. Xen. Cyr. 
i, 2.2. But our interpretation better accords with the con- 
trast of exkaxreiv, which implies a want of power on the part 
of the readers. — eis tov éow avOpwrov] eis, not for ev 
(Vulgate, Beza, and others), but in reference to the inner man, 
containing the more precise definition of the relation. See 
Kiihner, II. $ 557, note I. Zhe inner man (not to be 
identified with the xawos dvOpwiros) is the subject of the 
vovs, the rational and moral ego,—the essence of man which 
is conscious of itself as an ethical personality,—which is in 
harmony with the divine will (Rom. vii. 16, 25); but in the 
case of the unregenerate is liable to fall under bondage to the 
power of sin in the flesh (Rom. vii. 23), and even in the case 
of the regenerate’ needs constant renewing (iv. 23; Rom. 


1 It must be decided exclusively by the connection on each occasion, whether 
(as here and 2 Cor. iv. 16 ; comp. 1 Pet. iii. 4) the inner man of the regenerate 
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xii, 2) and strengthening by the Spirit of God, whose seat of 
operation it is (övvaneı xpataiwOfvar diva Tod mvevparos), in 
order not to be overcome by the sinful desire in the aap&, of 
which the wvy7, the animal soul-nature, is the living principle 
(Gal. v. 16 f.). The opposite is 0 &&w dvOpwios (2 Cor. 
iv. 16), 7c. the man as an outward phenomenon, constituted 
by the cdua THs capes (Col. ii. 11), which, by reason of its 
psychical quality (1 Cor. xv. 44), is the seat of sin and death 
(Rom. vi. 6, vil. 18, 24). The inner man in and by itself is 
—by virtue of the moral nature of its vovs, as the Hyo exert- 
ing the moral will, and assenting to the divine law (Rom. 
vi. 20, 22)—directed to the good, yet without the renewing 
and strengthening by the Holy Spirit too weak for accomplish- 
ing, in opposition to the sinful principle in the odp&, the good 
which is perceived, felt, and willed by it (Rom. vii. 15-23). 
We may add, it is all the less an “ absurd assertion” (Harless), 
that the conceptions 0 &ow and 0 é&w dv@pwros are derived 
from Plato’s philosophy (see the passages from Plato, Plotinus, 
and Philo, in Wetstein, and Fritzsche on Rom. vii. 22), inas- 
much as for the apostle also the vovs in itself is the moral 
faculty of thinking and willing in man; inasmuch, further, as 
the Platonic dichotomy of the human soul-life into wvedpa 
(voös) and ~rvy7) is found also in Paul (1 Thess. v. 23 ; comp. 
Heb. iv. 12), and inasmuch as the Platonic expressions had 
become popular (comp. also 1 Pet. ii. 4), so that with the 
apostle the Platonism of that mode of conception and ex- 
pression by no means needed to be a conscious one, or to 
imply an acquaintance with the Platonic philosophy as such. 
Ver. 17. Karoıkfjoaı x.r.X.] Parallel to Svvaneı kparaıw- 
Onvaı, etc., which “ declarat, quale sit interioris hominis robur,” 
Calvin. According to Rückert, something different from what 
forms the object of the first petition is here prayed for, and 
there is a climax. In this way we should have, in the absence 
of a connecting particle, to take the infinitive, with de Wette, 
as the infinitive of the aim; but the circumstance that with 
Christians the being strengthened by the Spirit, who is indeed 
is intended, or that of the unregenerate (Rom. vii. 22). The man is regenerate, 


however (in opposition to the evasive view in Delitzsch, Psych. p. 380 f.), only 
of water and the Spirit (Tit. iii. 5). 
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the Spirit of Christ, cannot at all be thought of as diffrent 
from the indwelling of Christ (Rom. vill. 9, 10; 2 Cor. xii. 9 ; 
Phil. iv. 13; Rom. xv. 17 f.), and the subsequent eppı£. x. 
reOeu., which manifestly further expresses the conception of 
the xpatavwOfvas, decide for the former view. The explana- 
tory element, however, lies in the emphatically prefixed 
katouxnoat: that Christ may take up His abode by means of 
faith in your hearts. In the Holy Spirit, namely, which is 
the Spirit of Christ (see on Rom. viii. 9,10; Gal. ii. 20, iv. 6 ; 
2 Cor. iii. 17), Christ fulfils the promise of His spiritual pre- 
sence in the hearts (John xiv. 23; comp. above, on ii. 17; 
2 Cor. xiii. 5), in which faith is the appropriating instrument 
on the part of man (hence da THs mictews), Where thus 
there is a epatatwOjvast Sia Tov Tvevparos, there is also to 
be found a xaroıryaaı of Christ; because the former is not 
possible without a continuous activity of Christ in the hearts. 
Opposed to the xaroıfjcaı of Christ in the hearts is a transi- 
tory (mpöokaıpos) reception of the Holy Spirit (Gal. ii. 3). 
A more precise definition, by virtue of which the clause 
katoıkjoaı K.T.A. may in reality be an explanatory clause to 
that which precedes, is thus before us, namely, in the prefixed 
emphatic xatoixjoas itself. This in opposition to Harless and 
Olshausen, who find this more precise definition only in the 
following ev ay. éppuf. x. reden. — On karoıkeiv in the spiritual 
sense, comp. Col. i. 19, ii. 9; Jas. iv. 5; 2 Pet. üi. 13; 
Test. XII. Patr. pp. 652, 734; and the passages in Theile, ad 
Jac. p. 220. The conception of the temple, however, is not 
found here; for the temple would be the dwelling of @od, and 
Christ the corner-stone, ii. 20 ff. 

Ver. 18. ’Ev ayarn £Eppıb. x. redeu.] is not to be separated 
by interpunction from the following iva, because it belongs to 
{va «.r.X. (comp. Lachmann): in order that, rooted and grounded 
in love, ye may be able, etc. Thus the aim of the two preced- 
ing parallel infinitive clauses is expressed, and the emphatically 
prefixed év ay. éppuf. x. reden. is quite in keeping with the 
Pauline doctrine of the riotis Sv dydmns Evepyovuevn, Gal. 
v. 6; 1 Cor. xiii. Through the strengthening of their inner 
man by means of the Spirit, through the «atouxjoas of Christ 
in their hearts, the readers are to become established in love, 
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and, having been established in love, are able to comprehend 
the greatness of the love of Christ. How often va and other 
conjunctions follow a part of the sentence which is with special 
emphasis prefixed, no matter whether that part of the sentence 
be subject or object (Rom. xi. 31; 2 Cor. ii. 4; 2 Thess. ii. 7; 
Acts xix. 4; Gal. ii. 10, al.), may be seen in Fritzsche, ad 
Rom. Il. p. 541; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 333 [E. T. 389]. 
Comp. on Gal. 1. 10. This construction is here followed 
by Beza, Cajetanus, Camerarius, Heinsius, Grotius, Calixtus, 
Semler, Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Meier, Schenkel, and others, 
including Winer, ed. 6 [E. T. 715], and Buttmann [E.T. 299]. 
Comp. already Photius in Oecumenius. ev dy. eppık. x. reden. 
is, on the other hand, connected with what precedes by Chry- 
sostom, Erasmus, Castalio, Luther, Estius, Er. Schmid, Michaelis, 
Morus, Koppe, and others, including Riickert, Matthies, Har- 
less, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Bleek, holding 
that it attaches itself, with abnormal employment of case, pre- 
dicatively to év tats xap6. tudv.' To the abnormal nominative 
of the construction continued in participles there would be in 
itself nothing to object (see already Photius in Oecumenius, 
ad loc.; Winer, p. 505 [E. T. 715]; Buttmann, p. 256 [E. T. 
299]); but here the perfect participles are opposed to this, 
since they in fact would express not the state into which the 
readers are to come (“ita ut in amore sitis stabiles,” Morus), 
but the state in which they already are (so also Riickert), the 
state which is presupposed as predicate of the readers (so Har- 
less and Olshausen). But to the desire that the readers might 
be strengthened, and that Christ might make His dwelling in 
their hearts, the presupposition that they were already ev ayarn 
eppıfwuevor would stand in quite illogical relation. Present 
participles would be logically necessary: “inasmuch as ye are 
being confirmed in love,” namely, by the fact that Christ takes 
up His dwelling in you. De Wette, on the other hand, is 
wrong in appealing to Col. ii. 7, where, indeed, in the case 
of Eppıdwuevor the having received Christ appears as having 
already preceded. — ev ayarn] is, in accordance with the fol- 

1 Harless holds that the changing of the construction is here, as Col. ii. 2, 


the more natural, inasmuch as the predicate is equally applicable to xapdiaus 
and vay, and as an essential element must stand forth independently. 
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lowing figures, the soi/ in which the readers were rooted and 
grounded, namely, in love, the effect of faith, Christian brotherly 
love ; hence there is no reason in the relation of faith to love! 
for supplying after EppıE. x. redep., with Holzhausen and Har- 
less, ev Xpioro, which is not even required by the anarthrous 
ayarn; for without an article (in amando) it has “ vim quasi 
verbi, Kühner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 9. Such a supplement is, 
however, the more arbitrary, inasmuch as there is already a 
definition by ev; consequently the reader could not light upon 
the idea of supplying such in thought. év ay. épprl. x. reden. is 
prefixed with emphasis, because only the loving soul is in a 
position to recognise the love of Christ (comp. 1 John iv. 7 ff.). 
Erroneously Beza says: “ charitatem intellige, gua diligimur a 
Deo” (so also Calovius, Wolf, and others), and Bengel holds that 
the love of Christ, ver. 19, is meant; against which in the 
very mention of love along with faith (i. 15; 1 Cor. xiii.) 
the absence of a genitival definition is decisive. — éppuf. kal 
TeGewer.] a twofold figurative indication of the sense: stedfast 
and enduring. Paul, in the vivacity of his imagination, con- 
ceives to himself the congregation of his readers as a plant 
(comp. Matt. xi. 3 ff), perhaps. a Zree (Matt. vii. 17), and at 
the same time as a building. Comp. Col. ii. 7; 1 Cor. iii. 9. 
Passages from profane literature for the tropical usage of both 
words may be seen in Raphel, Herod. p. 534; Bos, Exere. p. 
183; Wetstein, p. 248. Comp. the Fathers in Suicer’s 7’hes. 
II. p. 905. — e&ioxvonre] ye may be fully able (Ecelus. vii. 6 ; 
Plut. Mor. p. 801 E; Strabo, xvii. p. 788). — xatadraBéo Oar] 
to apprehend, katavoeiv. Comp. Acts iv. 15, x. 34, xxv. 25; 
Josephus, Antt. viii. 6. 5, with classical writers in the active. 
Comp. on John i. 5. Strangely at variance with the context 
(because the object is not suited thereto), Holzhausen takes it 
to mean to lay hold of, as a prize in the games (1 Cor. ix. 24; 
Phil. iii. 12).—ovv raou tots dylous] The highest and most 
precious knowledge (Phil. iii. 8) Paul can desire only as a 
common possession of all Christians ; individuals, for whom 
he wishes it, are to have it in communion with all; as the 

! Calvin already aptly remarks: ‘‘neque enim disputat P., ubi salus nostra 


Jundata sit... sed quam firma et tenax debeat in nobis esse caritas” (rather : 
‘quam firmi et tenaces debeamus esse in caritate”). 
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knowledge of the ground of salvation, so the attaining of the 
salvation itself (Acts xx. 32).— Ti TO wAATOS K.7.r.| Sensuous 
illustration (arbitrarily declared by de Wette to be “hardly ” 
in keeping with the Pauline style) of the idea: how great in 
every relation. The deeply affected mind with its poetico- 
imaginative intuition looks upon the metaphysical magnitude 
as a physical, mathematical one, owuarırois oxnuacı (Chry- 
sostom) extending on every side. Comp. Job xi. 7-9. The 
many modes of interpreting the several dimensions in the older 
expositors may be seen in Cornelius a Lapide and Calovius. 
Every special attempt at interpretation is unpsychological, 
and only gives scope to that caprice which profanes by dissect- 
ing the outpouring of enthusiasm.’ Of what, however, are these 
dimensions predicated 2? Not of the Christian church, as the 
spiritual temple of God, Rev. xxi. 16 (Heinsius, Homberg, Wolf, 
Michaelis, Cramer, Koppe, and others; comp. Bengel), which 
is at variance with the context; inasmuch as a temple is not 
spoken of either before or after (redeueduwuevo ... TO TAN- 
pwua Tod Oeod !). Not of the work of redemption (Chrysostom: 
TO uvornpiov TO Umep buwv oikovoundev, Theophylact, Oecu- 
menius, Theodoret, Beza, Piscator, Zanchius, Calovius, and 
others, including Rückert, Meier, Harless, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Bleek), because, after a new portion of the 
discourse is commenced with ver. 14, the uvormpıiov is not 
again mentioned; hence also not of the mystery of the cross, in 
connection with which marvellous allegories are drawn by 
Augustine and Estius from the jigure of the cross.” Not of 
the love of God to us (Chrysostom: TO péyeOos THs ayarns TOD 
Ocov, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Erasmus, Vatablus, Grotius, 
Baumgarten, Flatt); because previously ev ayarn does not 

1 By way of example, we subjoin some of these modes of explanation, e.g. 
Oecumenius ; it is indicated that redemption and the knowledge of Christ were 
foreordained from eternity (k#xos), extend to all (rads), reach even to hell 
in their efficacy (6240s), and that Christ has ascended above the heavens 
vos). Erasmus, Paraphr.: ‘‘altitudine ad angelos usque se proferens, profundi- 
tate ad inferos usque penetrans, longitudine ac latitudine ad omnes hujus mundi 
plagas sese dilatans.”” Grotius, ‘‘latissime se effundit in omnes homines, et in 
longum, i. e. in omnia saecula se extendit, et ex infima depressione hominem 
liberat, et in loca suprema evehit.” For other instances, see Calovius. 


* According to Estius, the length applies to the upright beam of the cross as 
far as the cross-beam ; the breadth, to the cross-beam ; the height, to the portion 
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apply to this love. Not of the “divine gracious nature” 
(Matthies), which would only be correct if the predicates were 
exclusive attributes of the divine nature, so that, as a matter 
of course, the latter would suggest itself as the subject. Not 
of the wisdom of God, which de Wette quite irrelevantly intro- 
duces from Col. ii. 3; Job xi. 8. The love of Christ to men, 
ver. 19, is the subject (Castalio, Calvin, Calixtus, Zachariae, 
Morus, Storr, Rosenmüller, Holzhausen), the boundless great- 
ness of which is depicted.’ Instead, namely, of the apostle 
adding ts ayarns tov Xpiotod immediately after tos and 
thus bringing to a close the majestic flow of his discourse, 
now, when he has written as far as twos, there first presents 
itself to his lively conception the—as regards sense, elimacti- 
cally parallel to the just expressed xararaßeodaı .. . tryos— 
oxymoron yvavat THY UTEpBarXrovaay THs yvooews ; he appends 
this, and can now no longer express the love of Christ in the 
genitive, so that TO wAaTos ... bos remains without a geni- 
tive, but lays claim to its genitival definition as self-evident 
from the ayarrnv tod Xpiotod immediately following. 

Ver. 19. Tvavaı] Parallel to xararaßerdaı. — TE] and, 
denotes, in a repetition of words of corresponding significa- 
tion (karaaßeodaı .. . yvovaı), the harmony, the symmetrical 
relation of the elements in question (Hartung, Partikellehre, 
I. p. 105); hence we have the less to assume a climax in 
connection with yvavai Te «.r.X., since this must have been 
hinted at least by yvavaı dé, or more clearly by waArov dé 
kal yvovaı, or the like. — tv trepBarr. THs yvocews] The 
oxymoron (“ suavissima haec quasi correctio est,” Bengel) lies 
in the fact that an adequate knowledge of the love of Christ 
transcends human capacity, but the relative knowledge of 
projecting above the cross-beam ; the depth, to the portion fixed in the ground. 
He comprehends the length of the cross, who perceives that from the beginning 
to the end of time no one is justified save by the cross ; the breadth, who reflects 
that the church in all the earth has come forth from the side of Christ! the 
height, who ponders the sublimity of the glory in heaven obtained through 
Christ ; the depth, who contemplates the mystery of the divine election of grace, 
and is thereby led to the utterance, Rom. xi. 32! This as a warning instance 
how even the better exegetes, when they give the reins to subjectivity, may 
lose themselves in the most absurd attempts at interpretation. 


1 Comp. Luther: ‘‘that nothing is so broad, long, deep, high, as to be beyond 
the power and help of Christ.” 
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the same opens up in a higher degree, the more the heart is 
filled with the Spirit of Christ, and thereby is itself strengthened 
in loving (vv. 17, 18),—which knowledge is not of the dis- 
cursive kind, but that which has its basis in the consciousness 
of experience. Theodore of Mopsuestia aptly says: To yravat 
avtl Tod atroNatcat Akyeı, él TpayuaTwv eiTaV THY Yvwaıv, 
os Ev Wahue TO Eyvopıcas pot odors Cwhs, avtl TOD Ev 
amoxavoeı pe THS Cons kareornoas. The genitive ths Yvo- 
cews is dependent on the comparative trepBdAXovoay (Hom. 
Il. xxiii. 847; Plat. Gorg. p. 475 C; Bernhardy, p. 170), not 
upon ayarrıyv, from which construction the reading of Jerome 
(also A, 74, 115, al., Ar. p.), dyarnv Tis yvdcews, has arisen, 
which in any case—even though we should understand, with 
Grotius, the love (to God and one’s neighbour) which flows 
From the knowledge of Christ—yields an inappropriate sense, 
and obliterates the oxymoron. — ayarnv tod Xpictod] genitive 
of the sulject. It is the love of Christ to ws (Rom. vill. 35), 
shown in His atoning death (Gal. ii. 20; Rom. v. 6 f., a/.). 
Incorrect (although still unhappily enough defended by Holz- 
hausen) is the view of Luther, 15457: “ that to love Christ is 
much better than all knowledge.” At variance with the words, 
since ryv bmepB. THs yvoo. can only be taken adjectively; and 
at variance with the context, since love to Christ is not 
spoken of in the whole connection. Comp. on the other hand, 
vy. 8, 12.— wa mAnpwOnrte «.7.r.] Aim of the e&ioxvev 
KkataraPécbar... Xpiotod: in order that ye may be filled up to 
the whole fulness of God. To mAnpwya Tod Ocod (comp. iv. 13, 
TAnpwya Tod Xpiotov) is, according to the context, which 
speaks of the operationes gratiae (vv. 16-18, 20), the charis- 
matie fulness, which is bestowed by God. Hence the sense: 
in order that ye may be filled with divine gifts of grace to such 
extent, that the whole fulness of them (mäv has the emphasis) 
shall have passed over upon you. TAnpwya namely, the definite 
meaning of which is gathered from the context (comp. on 
i. 10, i. 23), has, by virtue of its first signification: id quo 
res impletur, often also the derived general signification of 
copia, TAODTOs, TAHOs, because that, by which a space is made 


1Jn the earlier editions he had correctly : the love of Christ, which yet sur 
passes all knowledge. 
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full, appears as copiously present. So Song of Sol. v. 12: mAn- 
popata voaTov, Rom. xv. 29: wAjpwua evrdoyias Xpictod, 
Eph. iv. 13;! Eur. Jon. 664: diAwv TAnpmpa. Comp. 
Hesychius: mAnpwpa' mAn0os, Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 471. 
Quite so the German Fülle. Grotius takes it actively, thus 
as equivalent to mAjpwous, making full: “donis, quibus Deus 
implere solet homines.” This is not, indeed, at variance with 
linguistic usage (see on i. 10), but less simple, inasmuch as the 
passive mAnpwÖhre most naturally makes us assume for A7}- 
pwpa also the passive notion, namely, that of the experienced 
divine fulness of gifts. Others, retaining the signification: id 
quo res impletur, but not the signification copia derived there- 
from, have assumed as the meaning: the perfection of God. 
See Chrysostom: mAmpovodaı maans üperns hs TANPNS EaTıv 
6 Oeds. Comp. Oecumenius and others. Recently so Rückert: 
“in order that you may be continually more filled with all 
perfection, until you have finally attained to all the fulness 
of the divine perfection.” Comp. Olshausen. But this goal 
cannot possibly be thought of by Paul as one to be realized in 
the temporal life (1 Cor. xiii. 10-12). This also in opposition 
to Matthies, who understands the infinite fulness of the—in 
erace, truth, ete., inexhaustible—essence of God, which has 
become manifest in Christ. Harless here, too (but see on 
i. 23), will have the gracious presence of the divine S0€a, with 
which God fills His people, to be meant; just as Holzhausen 
makes us think of the Shechinah filling the temple (comp. 
Baumgarten, Michaelis). The church, however, is not accord- 
ing to the context here meant by 7Anpopa (Koppe, Stolz, 
and others); and the turgid and involved analysis given by 
Schenkel in this sense is quite an arbitrary imporiation of 
meaning,” since eis 7. 7. wp. T. ©. can only state simply 
that the mAnpw@nvaı is to be a full one, consequently wav 70 
TAnpopa must be the totality of that which is communicated 
by the mAnpw@Avaı. — eis] does not stand for ev (Grotius, 

1 Not even in John i. 16, where, rather, the context (ver. 14: wAnpns xapıras 
x.7.2.) demands the first signification: that, of which Christ is full. 

2 « The world-whole (?) fulfilling itself (?) in God, i.e. completing itself unto the 
expression of the highest perfection, reflecting itself in the church (?), in so far as 
there is no longer found in it any want, any kind of defect.” A complication of 
ideas, of which the clear-headed rational Paul was quite incapable, 
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Estius, Rosenmüller), and does not signify either: into the very 
(becoming merged into), as Matthies, nor wp towards, as Schenkel 
explains it, to which 7Ajpwpa is not suitable ; but it indicates 
the quantitative goal of the fulfilment. Matthiae, p. 1348. 
Vv. 20, 21. That which is strictly speaking the prayer, the 
petition, is at an end; but the confidence in the Almighty, 
who can still do far more, draws forth from the praying heart 
a richt full and solemn ascription of praise, with the fulness 
of which that of Rom. xvi. 25-27 is to be compared. — wzrép 
ravra moinoaı] to be taken together. To be able to do beyond 
all, ie. more than all, is a popular expression of the very 
highest active power; so that mavta is quite unlimited, and it 
is not, with Grotius, arbitrarily to be limited by quae hactenus 
risa sunt. This vrép mavra does not belong to duvapévo 
(Holzhausen), because otherwise roınoaı would be superfluous ; 
nor does dep stand adverbially (2 Cor. xi. 23), as Bengel 
would have it, which could not occur to any reader on account 
of the wayta standing beside it. There is nothing at which 
the action of God would have its limit; He can do still more. 
— ÜTEpEeRTTEPLOCOD MY aiTovp. 7) voovpu.| a more precise defini- 
tion to the universal and indefinite taép mavra, specializing 
and at the same time enhancing the notion of vrep: above 
measure more than what we ask or understand. According to 
Riickert, &v aitovm. has reference to wavta: Paul namely, 
instead of adding ®v aitovp. immediately after wavra, has 
first for the strengthening of the d7ép introduced the additional 
uTepextrep., and now must needs annex in the genitive what 
ought properly, as construed with mavta, to follow in the 
accusative. A course in itself quite unnecessary; and if the 
apostle had been concerned only about a strengthening of the 
ürrep, and he had, in using ravra, already had & airovp. in his 
mind, he must have written after üreperrep.: mavrwv & alrovu.; 
so that the sense would be: more than all (which we ask, etc.), 
exceedingly more than all, which we ask, etc. — Vrrepermepic- 
cov] is, with the exception of 1 Thess. iii. 10, v. 13 (Elz.), 
codd. at Dan. iii. 22, nowhere else preserved. Comp., how- 
ever, Umepextreptao@s, 1 Thess. v. 13; Clem. Cor. I. 20; Adav 
€x mepıccod, Mark vi. 51; tiepmreptcods, Mark vii. 37 ; Urrep- 
mepıoceiw, Rom. v. 20; 2 Cor. vii. 4. The frequent, and in 
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part bold, compounds with tép used by Paul are at such 
places in keeping with the intensity of his pious feeling, which 
struggles after adequate expression. — dy», for ToVTwv &, is geni- 
tive of comparison. See Bernhardy, p. 139. — 7] Whether our 
asking or our apprehending be regarded, the one as the other 
is infinitely surpassed by God’s active power. “ Cogitatio 
latius patet quam preces; gradatio,” Bengel. — ryv Evepyovp.] 
not passive (Estius), but middle. See cn Gal. v. 6.— ev nuiv] 
in our minds, appeal to the consciousness of experience with 
regard to the divine power, which is at work in the continued 
enlightenment and whole Christian endowment of the inner 
man. Michaelis arbitrarily refers it to the miraculous gifts, 
which in fact would be applicable only to individuals. 

Ver. 21. ad7é] pointing back with rhetorical emphasis. 
See Schaef. Melet. p. 84; Kühner, I. p. 330. — 7 do£a] se. 
ein: the befitting honour. Comp. Rom. xi. 36, xvi. 27; Gal. 
i. 5; Phil. iv. 20. Certainly God has the glory (i. 17), from 
which fact Harless explains the article; but it is not of this 
that the doxologies speak, not of this fact being testified to God, 
but of His receiving the human praise, which to Him pertains 
(Rev. iv. 11). Compare the conception, dodvaı dofav T® 
©eö, Luke xvii. 18 ; Acts xii. 23; John ix. 24; Rom. iv. 20; 
lev. iv. 9.— Ev TH exer. ev Xpioro 'I.] not to be taken 
together (Luther, Michaelis, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Holz- 
hausen, Meier, Olshausen), against which we may decidedly 
urge, not indeed the want of the article,—since 7 exkAnala Ev 
Xpioro, the Christian church, might be combined as one idea 
in contradistinction from the Jewish, or any other exkAnaia 
whatever,—but the utter superfluousness of this distinguishing 
designation ; for that 7 éxxAnova was the Christian church, 
the exkAmaia kat’ é£oynv, was self-evident. Rather is ev 7H 
éxxr. the outward domain in which God is to be praised, and 
év Xpiot@ the spiritual sphere in which this ascription of 
praise is to take place; for not outside of Christ, but i 
Christ—as the specific element of faith, in which the pious 
life-activity of the Christian moves—does he praise God. 
Comp. vv. 5, 20. Allied, but not identical (in opposition to 


1 Chrysostom aptly remarks that this, too, we should neither have asked nor 
hoped. 
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Grotius and others), is the conception da Xpictod, Rom. i. 8, 
vii. 25. Both conceptions: Col. iii, 17.— eis macas tas 
yeveas K.T.A.] unto all generations of the world-age of world- 
ages. This cumulation of the expressions is solemn. The 
aiov Tév aiwvev denotes the eternal world-period beginning 
with the Parousia, the aiwv pédXwv, conceived of as the 
superlativum of all world-periods (Winer, p. 220 [E. T. 309]), 
in so far as it, just as the last and eternal one, transcends all 
other aiwves since the beginning of the world. Comp. Dan. 
vii. 18; 3 Esdr. iv. 38. The plural expression of aidves T@v 
aiovey (Gal. i. 5; Phil. iv. 20, al.) is not different as to the 
thing intended, but is so as to the conception; since in it 
the Messianic period, although equally thought of (comp. also 
on Luke i. 50) as the superlative of all the aid@ves, is not 
thought of in its unity without distinction, but as a continuous 
series of several periods: consequently not as a single totality, 
as in the case of 6 aiwv, but according to the several con- 
stituent parts, which collectively form the whole of the 
Messianic eternity,—in short, not as the time of times, as in 
our passage, but as the times of times. By eis macas Tas 
yeveas «.7., the thought is expressed, that the indicated 
ascription of praise to God will extend to all the generations of 
the (nigh) Messianic world-period, 7.e. that this ascription of 
praise in the church is to endure not only up to the Parousia, 
but then also ever onward from generation to generation in 
the Messianic aeon,—consequently to last not merely és ro 
mapov, but also és To aidıov. On yeved, generation (three 
of which about = 100 years), comp. Acts xiv. 16, and 
the passages from the LXX. and Apocrypha in Schleusner’s 
Thes.; from Greek writers, in Wessel, ad Diod. I. 24. The 
designation of the successive time-spaces of the everlasting 
Messianic aiwv by yeveai, is derived from the lapse of time in 
the pre-Messianic world-period—in which with the changing 
generations one age of man ever succeeds another—by virtue 
of a certain anthropological mode of regarding eternity. Of 
the church, however, it is presupposed that she herself (and 
so, too, will it be with her praising of God) endures on into 

1 es 


@iavss, periodi oeconomiae divinae ab una quasi scena ad aliam decur- 
rentes,”’ Bengel. 
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the everlasting aiwv, but not that she has still a very long 
temporal duration before the Parousia, according to which de 
Wette has here found a contradiction to the apostle’s expecta- 
tion elsewhere of the nearness of the Parousia. The Parousia 
brings for the exkAnala not the end, but the consummation. 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 127, retaining «al before év 
Xp. I. (see the critical remarks), would have eis macas tas 
yeveas «.7.r., to belong only to ev Xp. 'I., and not to &v rH 
erkAnota, for only at present and upon earth does the 
glorification of God take place im the church, but in Christ it 
takes place eternally. Incorrectly, because even the temporal 
slorification does not take place otherwise than ev Xpior® 
*Inood, consequently the «al would have had its logical posi- 
tion only after Xpiot@ 'Inoov. If kai were genuine, it would 
not be equivalent to dé, as would need to be assumed on 
Hofmann’s view, but it would be et quidem, idque, however 
superfluous an cumbrous such a stress laid on it might be. 
According to Baur, p. 433, there meets us again here the 
Gnostic idea cf the a’@ves, in accordance with which they, “as 
the yeveal Tol- alavos t&v aidver, are the aeons in the sense, 
in which God Himself, as the extra-temporal unity of time, 
individualizes Himself in the aeons as the elements of self- 
unfolding time.” In this way one may over-urge Gnosticism, 
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Ver. 6. After zéow Elz. has, with min. Chrys. Theodoret, 
iu#; for which D E F G K L and many min., also several vss. 
and Fathers, read 74%. So Griesb. and Scholz. But neither 
pronoun is present in A B C8 and several min. vss. and 
Fathers. The pronouns are exegetic additions, designed to 
secure the reference of ravrwy, rayrwv, sexo to the Christians. — 
Ver. 7. The article of ydpis is wanting in B D* F G L, Dam. 
min. Deleted by Lachm. But it was more easily absorbed 
through the preceding H than brought in through writing it 
twice; and in its favour tell the readings 4 xdpıs «dry in C** 
10, 31, Cyr., and 4 ydépig aörod in Aeth., in which the article is 
glossed. — Ver. 8. Before ¢éaxz Elz. Scholz, and isch. have xaz, 
which has against it A C** D* E F G x* 17, Copt. Slav. ant. 
Vulg. It. and several Latin Fathers, and hence is suspected by 
Griesb., and deleted by Lachm. But consider dle witnesses 
still remain in favour of xai; and since the LXX. does not have 
it at Ps. lxvii. 19, the omission seems to have taken place 
in accordance with the LX X.— Ver. 9. After zar:ßn Elz. has 
=parov, in opposition to decisive witnesses, although defended 
by Reiche. A more precisely defining addition, as is also u£pn 
in Elz. after xurör. Less weighty authority, it is true, 
testifies against this wépq, (hence it is retained not only by 
Reiche, but also by Lachm. Scholz, and Riick.), but it betrays 
itself as a glossing product of the very old explanation of the 
descent into hell, in order to designate the place whither Christ 
descended as subterranean. — Ver. 15. Instead of 6 Xpiorös, A B 
C x* min. Fathers have merely Xpsorés. So Lachm. and Tisch. To 
be preferred, on account of the oldest ms. attestation. — Ver. 16. 
wipovs] A C, 14, 66 (on margin), Syr. Arr. Copt. Arm. Vulg. and 
several Fathers have «doug, which, after Grot. Mill, and Bengel, 
is recommended by Griesb. and adopted by Riick. (not Lachm.). 
An interpretation in accordance with the context. G has 
werpeus, Which likewise testifies in favour of w£pous. — Ver. 17. 
rowé] is wanting with A B D* F Gx, min. Copt. Sahid. Aeth. 
Vulg. It. Clem. Cyr. and Lat. Fathers. Suspected by Griesb., 
deleted by Lachm. and Rück. But how naturally might 
it be omitted, since Paul was speaking to Gentiles who 
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were now Christians, and upon a comparison with 1 Thess. 
iv. 5!— Ver. 18. éoxorsuévor] Lachm. Tisch. read éoxorwpévor, 
following A Bs, Ath. Rightly; the current form was brought 
in. — Ver. 26. The article before zapopy., deleted by Lachm., is 
wanting in A B s*, and is more likely to have been added on 
account of the definite reference in the text, than to have been 
omitted.— Ver. 27. wjre] All uncials have u7éz. On that account, 
even apart from the greater linguistic probability, rightly 
approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch. Scholz, Rück. 
and Harless. — Ver. 28. +i dyadiv raig xepow] Many variations, 
among which rar idiasg yepoi 76 &yabdv (so Lachm. and Rück.) 
is by far the best attested reading (A D E F G 8* min. 
Ar. pol. Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. It. Basil, Epiph. Naz. 
Jer. Aug. Pel.). The shortest readings are: merely rd &yadov 
with Clem., and merely rats xspowv with Tertull. Harless (comp. 
Mill) conjectures that the latter is the original form, and that 
1 Cor. iv. 12, Gal. v. 10 gave occasion to glosses. But only 1 Cor. 
iv. 12 is here parallel, because Gal. vi. 10 does not speak of 
literal labour. There would hence be more warrant for regarding 
the simple rd &yadöv in Clement as original. But in opposition 
to this, it may be urged that rai yepo/ is wanting in no other 
witness, and is in the highest degree appropriate to the con- 
nection; whereas rd dyatov, since the mention is of manual 
labour, might easily appear inappropriate. The true reading 
accordingly I hold to be raz yepo? rd d&yaddv, which remains, 
if we delete fé/a:g in Lachm., as an addition from 1 Cor. iv. 12. 
And with this agree also B x** Amiat. Ambrosiast., which 
actually read rat xyepol ri ayadov. — Ver. 29. x peiag | D* BP 72 
46, Arm. in several codd. of Vulg., codd. of It. Lat. codd. in 
Jer. and several Fathers: zicrews. An interpretation. — Ver. 32. 
éé] is wanting, no doubt, in B and min. Clar. Germ. Clem. 
Dam. Oec., and is deleted by Lachm., but was easily dropped out 
through the last syllable of yizode. Omitted, it was then in 
accordance with v. 1 made up for, in many witnesses, by civ (D* 
F G, lect. 6, 14, codd. of It.).— iz] Lachm.: zw, after B** 
DEK L, min. Syr. utr. Ar. pol. Sahid. Arm. Chrys. in conım., 
Theodoret, Theophylact. But 74% appears an alteration in 
accordance with v. 2; where, no doubt, the variations jzés and 
uwöw are found, but in opposition to so decisive a preponderance 
of witnesses reading 7ués and judy, that iv&s and tua only 
become an evidence for the originality of our ius. 


ConTENTS.—The paraenetie portion of the Epistle begins 
with the general exhortation to the readers to live worthily 
of their vocation, whereupon, especially, mutual loving forbear- 
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ance and the preservation of Christian unity are brought 
prominently forward (vv. 1-3). Thereon follows, vv. 4-16, 
a detailed exhibition of those relations, which render the 
preservation of Christian unity a duty, namely — (a) that 
there is one body, one Spirit, ete, vv. 4-6. Further, (b) that 
to every individual is grace given in the measure in which 
Christ apportions His gift, vv. 7-10. And (c) that Christ has 
given the different teachers, until all should have attained to 
unity of the faith and of knowledge, in order that dependence 
on false teaching may cease, and, on the other hand, the trutlı 
may be acknowledged in love, and thus all may grow in rela- 
tion to Christ the head, from whom the whole church, the 
body, accomplishes in love its organic development to perfec- 
tion, vv. 11--16. Hereupon the discourse returns to the 
form of exhortation, namely, that they no longer walk after a 
Gentile manner (vv. 17-19). They had, indeed, been quite 
otherwise taught, namely so, as it is truth in Jesus, that they 
should lay aside the old man, and, on the other hand, should 
be renewed in their mind and should put on the new man 
(vv. 20-24). Lastly, thus grounded, there follow the special 
exhortations no longer to lie, but to speak the truth; not to 
sin in anger, etc.; no longer to steal, but to work, ete.; to 
hold no bad discourse, but, ete.; not to be bitter, passionate, 
etc., but kind, compassionate, forgiving (vv. 25-32). 

Ver. 1. See on vv. 1-6, Winzer, Commentat., Lips. 1839. 
— mapaxaro]| “ Parte doctrinae absoluta venit, ut solet, ad 
adhortationes,’ Grotius. No doubt, there presently begins 
again at ver. 4 a doctrinal exposition as far as ver. 16, but it 
is subservient to the paraenesis, and is itself pervaded by the 
paraenetic element (vv. 14, 15).— odv] deduces the exhorta- 
tion from the immediately preceding iii. 21. For a walk 
in keeping with the vocation, through which one belongs to the 
church, is what is practically in keeping with the praise of 
God in the church. The suitableness of this nearest reference 
gives it the preference over the more vague ordinary view, that 
ovv draws its inference from the whole contents of the first 
three chapters. Comp. on Rom. xii. 1.— éy@ 0 déopuos ev 
kup.| gives to the mapakad® edy a touching force “ ad excitan- 
dum affectum, quo sit efficacior exhortatio,” Estius; comp. 

Meyer.—Epu. N 
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Calvin. Similarly Ignat. Trall. 12: wapaxadret ünäs Ta 
Seopa pov, & Everev 'Inood Xpictov mepıdepw. But all that 
has been said about exciting sympathetic feeling (Koppe and 
older expositors), cheering obedience,’ and the like, is quite 
inappropriate, since it was just in his sufferings that Paul was 
conscious of all his dignity with holy pride (comp. iii. 13 and 
on Gal. vi. 17). So here, too, in the wapaxado, the reader 
was to be affected by the consciousness of the dignity and 
greatness of the martyr who utters it” According to others, 
Paul wishes to present himself as an example (Harless, 
Olshausen ; comp. also Koppe). In that case he must at 
least have written: mapara\& odv éyw 0 déop. Ev Kup. Kal 
twas aEiws Tepım. K.T.N. — €v Kupi@] does not belong to 
mapaxare (Semler, Koppe with hesitation; Zanchius already 
suggested, but did not approve it), but to o öeouos, beside 
which it stands, and which alone needs its significant reference; 
comp. ii. 1; Phil. i. 13. Paul was the prisoner in the Lord 
(the article as iii. 1), for he did not endure a captivity having 
its ground apart from Ohrist—such as one suffers who for 
any other reason is placed in bonds —but in Christ his being 
bound had its causal basis, just because he was bearing the 
chains for Christ’s sake ; without, however, Ev kupio signifying 
“for Christ’s sake” (comp. on Gal. i, 24), as Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, and many would have it. Comp. rather, cuvepyos 
Ev Xpicto, ayamnros Ev Kuplo, dorınos Ev Xpiot@, exdexTOos 
ev kupio, Rom. xvi. 3, 8, 9, 10, 13, al. It gives to the 
déoptos its specific character, by which therefore the captivity 
was essentially distinguished from any other. — Ev «upia] is 
annexed without an article, because itis blended with 0 déopuos 
into a unity of conception. The genitive designation, iii. 1, 
expresses the same thing, but otherwise coneeived of. — akias 
mrepımarnoau K.T.A.] i.e. to lead such a life-walk as is appro- 
priate to the call to the Messianic kingdom issued to you (at 
your conversion), “ne sint tanta gratia indigni,” Calvin. 
Comp. Phil i 27; Coli. 10; 1 Thess. ii. 12; 2 Thess.1 11; 
Matt. iii. 8; Rom. xvi. 2; Bernhardy, p. 140, The future 
1 « Tt Paulum obsequio exhilararent,” Bengel. 


2 Theodoret aptly remarks: res Bae rov Xpirriv Decors iva Bpiveras under N 
Bacirsis diadjuarr 
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possession of the kingdom, forsooth, is destined only for those 
whose ethical frame is renewed and sanctified by the Holy 
Spirit. See vv. 21 ff, 30; Rom. viii. 4 ff, xiv. 17; Gal. 
v. 21 f.; 1 Cor. vi. 9 f, al.— ns] as at i. 6; and see on 
2 Cor. i. 4. Attracted instead of Hv. Yet Paul might have 
written 7, 2 Tim. i. 9; 1 Cor. vii. 20. 

Ver. 2. Mera dc. rameıvobp. x. mpaor.] the characteristic 
dispositions accompanying this wepırarnoaı; see Winer, 
p. 337 [E. T. 471], and with regard to dans, oni. 8; it 
belongs to both substantives. On the subject-matter, comp. 
Matt. xi. 29; Col. iii, 12. The opposite of humility: ta 
innra dpoveitv, Rom. xii. 16, xi. 20; 1 Tim. vi. 17; Soxety 
eivai Tt, Gal. vi. 3. On the notion of mpaorns, gentleness, see 
Tittmann, Synon. p. 140.— peta paxpol.] is attached by 
Calvin, Estius, Zeltner, Calixtus, Baumgarten, Michaelis, 
Zachariae, Riickert, Holzhausen, Harless, Olshausen, to the 
following dveyopevot, But the very repetition of the preposi- 
tion, to which appeal is made, most naturally points backwards, 
so that vera uaxpod. appears as parallel to wera m. rameıvodp. 
«. mpaor., inasmuch, namely, as Paul makes the general be 
followed by the special, and then gives to the latter the 
elucidation dveyouevor «.7.r. Besides, peta paxpoo., if it 
belonged to dveyou., would have an undue emphasis, since 
without long-suffering the aveyeodaı aAAAwv would not exist 
at all; Col. ii. 12 f£ DBengel and Matthies, following Theo- 
doret and Oecumenius, have attached the whole peta . rar. 
Kk. TPaOT., weTa paxpoO. to aveyouevot. But in this way we 
lose the gradual transition from the general a&liws mepemar. T. 
KA, to the special aveyou. adAHA., which under our construc- 
tion is very naturally brought about. — avexöp. adrjr. Ev 
ayann] The reciprocal forbearance in (ethical habit) love (comp. 
Rom. xv. 1; Gal. vi. 2) is the practical expression of the 
paxpoOuuia. Comp. Col. iii. 13. It consists in the fact that 
we “aliorum infirmitates aequo animo ferimus, nec ob ea, 
quae nobis in proximo displicent, ab ejus amicitia recedimus, 
sed personam constanter amamus, etsi vitia in odio habeamus,” 
Calovius. The nominative of the participle (comp. Col. i. 10) 
is put kara TO voovmevov, because the logical subject of a&iws 
mepımar., ver. 1, is vpels. See on iii. 18; comp. on 2 Cor. 
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i. 7, and Pflusk, ad Eur. Hee. 970. Ignoring this familiar 
construction, Heinsius, Knatchbull, and Homberg have placed 
a full stop after ver. 1, and then supplied estote to the parti- 
ciples—a course, which would only be admissible if, as in Rom. 
xii. 9, this concise, pregnant mode of expression were implied 
in the context. — ev aya7n] belongs to the preceding. On the 
thing itself, comp. 1 Cor. xin. 4. Lachmann, Holzhausen, and 
Olshausen attach it to omovdafovres. The reason given by 
Olshausen, that, as the waxpo@. is only a form of expression of 
love, év dyamn could not belong to what precedes, would be 
set aside, even if it were in itself valid, by the correct separa- 
tion of peta paxpoO. from dveyou. And dvexyou. addr, 
taken alone, renders the discourse simply abrupt. How 
harmonious is the structure, when both participial clauses 
begin with the participle and close with the definitions 
attached by év, in which definitions there is opened up the 
whole ethical domain (love and peace) to which the before- 
named special virtues belong (1 Cor. xüi.)! 

Ver. 3. Parallel of avexonevor x.7.X., which is characterized 
as respects the effort by which it must be upheld. — rv 
évoTnta Tod mvevpatos| The mvedua is not the human spirit, 
so that in general animi studiorumque consensus is meant 
(Ambrosiaster, Anselm, Erasmus, Calvin, Piscator, Estius, 
Wolf, Koppe, and many, including Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
and Rückert, according to whom Paul did not write tod yoos, 
because he derives the unity of the spirit from the Divine 
Spirit), but, as is shown from ver. 4, and is in itself clear from 
the exhortation to the Christian life (ver. 1), the Holy Spirit, 
instead of which we have not, with de Wette and Schenkel, to 
understand the Christian spirit of the community; the N. T. 
knows not this modern notion, but knows only the Holy Spirit 
of God, as that which rules in the church (ii. 22), and upholds 
and developes its specific life, so that the latter has precisely 
in the cowwvia Tod mveuuaros (Phil. ii. 1; 2 Cor. xiii. 13) its 
common source and support. Rightly already Chrysostom 
(TO mvedua Tods yéver Kal Tpomoıs Sıaböpoıs SvecTHKOTAS EVOL) 
and his successors, Beza, Calovius, Bengel, and others, includ- 
ing Harless, Winzer, Bleek, and Ch. F. Fritzsche, Novw opp. 
acud, p. 244: the unity, which the Spirit produces, Comp. 
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Phil. i. 27; 1 Cor. xii. 13; John xvii. 21. And this unity. is 
the identity of faith, of love, of sentiment, of hope, ete., in the 
different subjects who are moved by the Spirit. — ev To 
cvvöcoum THs eipmvns] is attached by Lachmann to what 
follows, whereby the parallelism with the preceding participial 
clause is destroyed. And after the definition by ev To ovv- 
Serum Ths eip. being prefixed, several of the following elements 
of unity would not be appropriate, since even without the 
bond of peace there is one Lord, one baptism, one God and 
Father. — ev is ordinarily taken as instrumental: through the 
bond of peace. In opposition to the parallelism with ev 
ayarn; and through the unity of the Spirit the bond of 
peace is preserved, not the converse.’ Hence: in the bond of 
peace, by which is denoted the ethical relation, in which they 
are to preserve the unity of the Spirit, namely, while peace 
one towards another must be the bond, which is to envelope them. 
THs eipyvns, accordingly, is genitive of apposition. Comp. 
avvoerpmos evvolas Kat dirias, Plut. Num. 6 ; Acts viii. 23 ; Isa. 
lviii. 6. Others: “ vinculum, quo pax retinetur” (Bengel; so 
Theophylact, Calovius, and others, including Riickert, Meier, 
Harless, Winzer), and this is held to be Jove. Appeal is made 
to Col. iii. 14, and to the parallel with ev ayarn. But, in 
Col. l.e., love in fact is expressly named, and designated as 
ovvoecpos THS TeXeiornros; While justice is done to the 
parallel with ev ayarn by our interpretation also, and it 
was at any rate most natural for the reader to understand 
under the bond of peace peace itself, conceived of as a bond, 
Expositors would not have sought for another explanation, 
had they not taken ev as instrumental, in which case the 
diffieulty obtruded itself, that the unity of the Spirit is not 
preserved by means of peace, but peace by means of the 
unity of the Spirit. — That, moreover, no inference may be 
drawn from ver. 3 as to divisions prevailing in the church, 
3engel has already rightly observed: “etiam ubi nulla fissura 

! What de Wette observes in opposition to this view—that the peacefulness, 
to which the readers are exhorted, is to preserve the unity of the Spirit by the 
fact that it holds all enveloped with the bond of peace—is not sufficient ; since 
this peacefulness, which encircles all with the bond of peace, at any rate pre- 


supposes the unity of the Spirit. Where there is dispeace, this unity is already 
wanting. 
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est, monitis opus est.” And particularly was such exhortation 
natural for the apostle, even in the absence of special occasion, 
considering the many saddening experiences which he had met 
with elsewhere on this point! 

Ver. 4, on to ver. 6. Objective relations of unity, to which 
the non-compliance with what is demanded in ver. 3 would 
be contradictory,, and which are consequently meant to 
incite towards compliance —but without yap (comp. Dissen, 
ad Pind. Exc. Il. p. 277), which gives greater animation to the 
discourse. The simple eori is to be supplied (comp. 1 Cor. 
x. 17); for the discourse is not hortatory, as it is taken 
to be by Pelagius, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Calvin, Came- 
rarius, Estius, Zachariae, Morus, Koppe, and others, including 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 128, with which vv. 5 and 6 
would not be in accord; for the same reason also the words 
are not to be attached appositionally to emovdafovtes (Bleek), 
but they are independent and purely assertive: there as one 
body and one Spirit. On év ow@ya, by which the totality of 
Christians as corpus (Christi) mysticum is meant, comp. ii. 16; 
Rom. xii. 5; 1 Cor. x. 17, xii. 13; on év wveüna, which is 
the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of that corpus mysticum, 1.-18; 
1 Cor. xii. 13. The explanation: “one body and one soul” 
(“quasi diceret, nos penitus corpore et anima, non ex parte 
duntaxat, debere esse unitos,” Calvin), is excluded, as at vari- 
ance with the context, by the specifically Christian character 
of the other elements, and rendered impossible by the correct 
supplying of éoré (not esse debetis). — kadws kai éxd. K.T.X.] 
with which unity (&v o. «. év mv.) the relation also of your 
calling is in keeping (comp. Col. iii. 15), which took place by 
the fact that (ev instrumental, see on Gal. i. 6) one hope 
(namely, that of the eternal Messianic bliss) was communi- 
cated to you; for all in fact were called by God to this very 
Messianic cwrnpia (Phil. iii. 14).— rhs «Ayo. budv] genitive, 
as ati. 18. Bengel, we may add, aptly remarks: “Spiritus est 

1 These set forth—(1) the church itself constituted on the footing of unity—one 
body, one Spirit, one blessed consummation, ver. 4; (2) means, by which the con= 
stitution of it as an unity is produced and preserved—one Lord, one faith, one 
baptism, ver. 5; (3) the supreme ruler, disposer, and sustainer of this entire 


unity—one God and Father, etc., ver. 6. Observe the threefold tripartite 
arrangement, 
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arrhabo, atque ideo cum ejus mentione conjungitur spes haere- 
ditatis.” Comp. also Clem. Cor. I. 46. 

Ver. 5. Continuation. There are not several Lords, but 
One, who is Lord of all believers, even Christ; not several 
kinds of faith, but one faith, inasmuch as all place their con- 
fidence upon the atoning death of Christ, on account of which 
they are justified and obtain salvation (Rom. ii. 23 ff.) ; not 
several kinds of baptism, but one baptism, namely, into Christ 
(Rom. vi. 3; Gal. ii. 27; Acts x. 48, xix. 5). — eis xvpsos 
at the head; because pia wierıs and the év PBamticpa 
accomplished in the case of those who have become believers 
are consequentia of eis küpıos. — To make of mieris the doc- 
trine of the faith (Grotius, Zachariae, and others), is at variance 
with linguistic usage; comp. on Gal. i. 23; Rom.i. 5. The 
evorns THs mlaotews is here represented as present, but in 
ver. 13 as future. Both with justice ; inasmuch as here the 
Christian faith in the narrower sense is intended, the fides 
salvifica, which in all Christians was essentially the same, 
while at ver. 13 it is the Christian faith in the wider sense, 
within the compass of which there was diversity of convic- 
tions (as respects the validity of the law, the resurrection, 
veneration of angels, asceticism, partaking of flesh offered to 
idols, and other matters): — Of the Lord’s Supper, the unity of 
which might likewise appear as a suitable element in the con- 
nection (1 Cor. x. 17), Paul does not make mention: according 
to Calovius, because it was comprehended “ uno baptismatis 
sacramento ex paritatis ratione ;” according to Harless, because 
Paul was mentioning only the fundamental conditions of the 
Christian fellowship, as they exist from the outset, at the 
first entrance upon it; according to Olshausen, because the 
specific act of the Supper, the partaking (rather, the com- 
munion, 1 Cor. x. 16) of Christ, is included in eis xvpzios, pia 
mioris, according to de Wette, because it was less a some- 
thing conditioning the unity, than something representing this 
unity itself." But, in opposition to Calovius and Olshausen, 


1 Most mistakenly of all, Schenkel holds that Paul did not regard a wniform 
observance of the Supper as necessary, and would not stand in the way of the 
varied development of a rite. In that case, doubtless, Paul would have done 
well not to mention baptism either. 
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it may be urged that, if Paul had adopted the synecdochic point 
of view in the selection, he would not have needed to mention 
mots, since baptism presupposes faith; in opposition to 


_ Harless, that the fundamental conditions of the Christian 


communion which Paul mentions are such, not specially for 
the beginning of it, but for its whole duration; in opposition to 
de Wette, finally, that the Lord’s Supper is, precisely as a 
representation of the unity, at the same time a powerful 
ethical incitement thereto, and hence would have been admir- 
ably appropriate in the series of points adduced. The ground 
of its not being mentioned is rather to be sought in the fact 
that the adducing of the Lord’s Supper would have disturbed 
the threefold triad of the elements adduced, and have broken 
through the whole rhythm of the passage.* And the holy 
meal might the more easily remain unmentioned, because it 
was at that time not yet an observance subsisting by itself, but 
was combined with the common meals; hence, doubtless, in a 
context where the Lord’s Supper is spoken of, the eis aptos 
(1 Cor. x. 17) is brought forward as a symbol of the unity of 
Christians, but in another context the thought &v detzvov 
kupiov or pla tparefa xuplov—because the Supper was not 
something subsisting alone like baptism, which as the con- 
stituent element of Christian standing could not remain 
unmentioned——did not so necessarily suggest itself. 

Ver. 6. Observe the climactic advance in vv. 4-6: the 
Church, at the same time the climax in the 
divine Triad: Spirit, Lord, Father. Only the dominion of the 
Father is the absolute one, that of the Son is the derived, 
conferred, obtained (Phil. ii. 9; 1 Cor. xv. 24 ff, iii. 23, al. ; 
comp. Ernesti, Ursprung d. Sünde, I. p. 194 ff.), in which 

fe also disposes of the Spirit (2 Cor. iii. 18). See also 
Gess, von der Person Christi, p. 158 ff. — ravrwv] we. of all 
believers, as those who have the vio@ecia (i. 5; Rom. vii. 15; 
Gal. ii. 26, iv. 5), so that God is their God and Father. 
Holzhausen erroneously (seeing that the context treats of the 
Christian évorns) thinks that all men are intended. Not 
even the spiritually dead members of the church are included 
(in opposition to Miinchmeyer), as results from the sequel 
indicated by dua and ev, since they have not the Spirit and 
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belong not to Christ (Rom. vil. 9), but are aloof from connec- 
tion with Him and stand outside of grace (Gal. v. 4 f.; John 
xv. 2, 6), consequently have no share in the body of Christ 
(i. 23) and in the living temple of God (ii. 22 f.).—o emi 
mavtrwv «.T..| The relation of the Oeos Kal marnp mavrwv to 
the mäcı in threefold manner. Comp. Rom. xi. 36, where, 
however, the prepositions define the subject, not, as here, the 
object. mavrwv, mavrwv, and mäcıv are equally to be taken 
as masculine, because the preceding ravrwv was masculine, 
and because the discourse continues in ver. 7 with Evi 6é 
ExdoT@ Ov, wherein the waves are individualized. Wrongly, 
therefore, many (including Erasmus, Michaelis, Morus, Riickert, 
3aumgarten-Crusius) have taken the first two as neuter, while 
the Vulgate, Zachariae, Koppe, ei al., give the second point 
alone as neuter, and Matthies, on the other hand, explains all 
three elements of the relation of God to the world and man- 
kind, consequently as neuter. — éml mdvtwv] érdve Tavrwv, 
Chrysostom; nv deomoreiav onpaiver, Theodoret. Comp. 
tom. ix. 5. See Wessel, ad Diodor. xiii. 14; Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 474; Winer, p. 335 [E. T. 521]. After this rela- 
tion of transcendence there follows, in dua... racıv, that of 
immanence. -— dia mdvrav] cannot, since the ravres are the 
Christians and the relation of God to what is Christian is 
characterized, apply either to the creation (Estius, Wolf, and 
others), so that we should have to think of the all-penetrating 
creative power of God, or to providence (Chrysostom and his 
successors; Beza, Grotius: “per omnes diffundit providam suam 
gubernationem ”) ; but the charismatic presence of God by means 
of the Holy Spirit, pervading and ruling all Christians, is 
meant. See also ver. 7, and comp. 1 Cor. xii. 6. The dis- 
tinction from the following év mäcıv lies not in the thing itsel), 
since both elements denote the immanent ruling of God by 
virtue of His Spirit, but in the form of conception, since with 
év the relation is conceived of as operative indwelling, and 
with dca as operative movement throughout all Christian hearts 
(“Deus enim Spiritu sanctificationis diffusus est per omnia 
ecclesiae membra,” Calvin). According to Harless, the thought 
expressed in dıa mavrwv is, that God as head works through 
the members. But of the conception of the head and the 
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members there is absolutely nothing in the context; further, 
though mention is made of God as Father, it is not the Father, 
but Christ, that is Head of the members; lastly, in place 
of the simple @v, which is to be mentally supplied, there 
would be insensibly introduced a wholly different supplement, 
namely, €vepy@v, or a similar verb." At the bottom of this 
explanation there lies, indeed, the presupposition, that the 
relation of the Trinity is expressed in the three prepositions, 
as Jerome, Thomas, and many of the older expositors would 
have it. Against this altogether arbitrary supposition, how- 
ever, Theophylact already rightly declared himself. See also 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 201. Olshausen, too, finds here, as 
at Rom. xi. 36, the Trinity; holding that God is described in 
His various relations to the creature [rather to the Christians] 
as Lord over all things, as instrument by which they are (this 
being held to apply to the Son), and as the element in which 
they are. Thus, moreover, the prepositional relation of the last 
two clauses is exactly reversed, inasmuch as not dia mavrov 
«.T.A. is explained, but 6 od mavres «.7..! According to 
Beyschlag, Christol. d. N. T. p. 250, there is expressed, at 
least in the form of hint, the threefold mode of existence of God 
(“ self-preservation, self-disclosure, self-communication ”). But 
apart from the fact that such a threefold form of existence is not 
the expression of the New Testament triad, the self-communi- 
cation, in fact, is implied not only in Ev räcıv, but necessarily 
already in d&ı4 mavrwv. Lastly, Koppe is wrong in an oppo- 
site way: “Sententia videtur wna, tantum variis formulis 
synonymis (!) expressa haec: cut vos omnes debetis omnia.” — 
Observe, further, that the great fundamental elements of unity, 
vv. 4-6, are matters of fact, historically given with Christianity 
itself, and as such are not affected by differences of doctrine ; 
hence without reason there have been found here traces of 
the later age, when “upon the basis of the Pauline thought 
a Catholic church was built,” of which the centralization in 


1 This also in opposition to Winzer : “qui per omnes operatur, quasi unoquo- 
que utitur ad declarandam suam majestatem, ad consilia sua exsequenda.” So, 
in the main, de Wette (comp. Bengel): it applies to the operation brought about 
by means of all; and Reiche : ‘ omnibus utitur quasi instrumentis, quibus . . . 
res Christiana stabilitur, augetur, consummatur.” 
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doctrine and constitution was not derived from the adherents 
of Paul, but was a Petrine thought (Schwegler). The Catholic 
idea in our passage is just the Pauline one (1 Cor. xii.), 
cherished by Christ Himself (John xvii. 20 f.). 

Ver. 7.’ Aé] forms the transition from the summary 
mavTrwv, TavTwv, Tact, ver. 6, to each individual among the 
Christians. No single one, however,—in order to adduce this 
also as motive to the preservation of the évorns Tod mvevpatos, 
—was overlooked in the endowing with grace ; on every indi- 
vidual was it conferred, the grace, according to the measure of 
the gift of Christ, so that each individual on his part can 
and ought to contribute to the preservation of that unity.— 
7 xapıs] ve. according to the context, the grace of God at work 
among the Christians, the communication of which is mani- 
fested in the diverse yapicpara; hence our passage is in 
harmony with the representation given, Rom. xii. 6.— éd067] 
by Christ. — cata To pétpov K.T.A.] THs Swpeds is genitive 
subjectt (Rom. xil. 3, 6; Eph. iv. 13). Hence: in the pro- 
portion in which the gift of Christ is meted out, according 
as Christ apportions to the one a larger, to the other a smaller 
measure of His gift (ie. the gift of the divine xapıs). — The 
Swpea Tod Xpıorod is the gift which Christ gives (2 Cor. ix. 15), 
not: which Christ has received (Oeder, in Wolf; see in oppo- 
sition to this view, already Calvin), in opposition to which 
ver. 8, éSwxe Souara T. avOp., is decisive. 

Ver. 8. If it had just been said that by Christ the 
endowment of grace was distributed in varied measure to 
each individual, this is now confirmed by a testimony of the 
Scripture. Nothing is to be treated as a parenthesis, inasmuch 
as neither course of thought nor construction is interrupted. 
— 610 Réyer] wherefore, because the case stands, as has been 
said, ver. 7, He saith. Who says it (comp. v. 14), is obvious 
of itself, namely, God, whose word the Scripture is. See on 
1 Cor. vi. 16; Gal. iii. 16; the supplying 7 ypady or To 
mveüua must have been suggested by the context (Rom. 
xv. 10). The manner of citation with the simple Aeyeı, 
obviously meant of God, has as its necessary presupposition, 
in the mind of the writer and readers, the Theopneustia of the 

1 See on vy. 7-9, Hoelemann, Bibelstudien, II. p. 93 ff. 
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O.T. The citation that follows is not “ ex carmine, quod ab 
Ephesiis cantitari sciret,” and in which Ps. Ixviü. 18 had 
partly furnished the words (Storr, Opusc. III. p. 309; Flatt), 
—which is quite an arbitrary way of avoiding the difficulty, 
and at variance with the divine Xéyer,—but is the passage of 
Scripture Ps. Ixviii. 18 itself according to the LXX. with free 
alteration. This psalm, in its historical sense a song of 
triumph upon the solemn entry of God into Zion,’ is here 
understood according to its Messianic significanee—an under- 
standing, which has its warrant, not indeed in the much too 
general and vague proposition, that one and the same God is 
the Revealer of the Old and of the New Covenant (Harless), 
but in the circumstance that the triumphal procession of 
Jehovah, celebrated in the psalm, represents the victory of the 
Theocracy ; and that, as every victory of the Theocracy is of a 
typical and in so far prophetic Messianic character, the return 
of Christ into heaven appears as the Messianic actual consum- 
mation of the divine triumph. The free deviation from the 
original text and the LXX. consists partly in the immaterial 
circumstance that Paul transfers into the third person that 
which is said in the second, and adds to avdpwroıs the article 
wanting in the LXX.; partly in the essential point, that 
instead of the original sense: “ Thou receivedst gifts (namely, 
gifts of homage) among?” men” (0782 Nim Amps, LEX: 

1 On what particular historic oecasion this highly poetic song was composed, 
is for our passage a matter of indifference. According to the traditional view, it 
was composed by David on the occasion of the removal of the ark of the 
covenant from the house of Obed-edom to Jerusalem (2 Sam. vi. 12 ff.; 1 Chron. 
xv. f.) ; according to Ewald, for the consecration of the new temple after the 
captivity ; according to Hupfeld, upon the return from the captivity and the 
restoration of the kingdom ; according to Hitzig, in celebration of the victory 
after the war of Jehoram and Jehoshaphat against the Moabites (2 Kings iii. ), 
Others explain it otherwise. See the different views and explanations in Reuss, 
d. acht u. sechzigste Psalm, ein Denkmal exeget. Noth u. Kunst, 1851, who, 
however, himself very inappropriately (without ‘‘ exegetical exigency and art”) 
places the Psalm in the late period between Alexander and the Maccabees, when 
the wish for the reunion of the scattered Israelites in Palestine is supposed to 
be expressed in it ; while Justus Olshausen even interprets it of the victories of 
the Maccabees under Jonathan or Simon, See Ewald, Jahrb. IV. p. 55 t. 
Certainly the psalm is neither Davidie nor of the Maccabaean age, but belongs 
to the restoration of the Theocracy after the captivity. 


? Yet DINI might also denote that men themselves are the gifts. So Ewald 
takes it, lc. (and comp. his Ausführl. Lehrb. der Hebr. Sprache, § 287h), 
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&raßes Sopata Ev avOpwre, or according to another reading : 
ev avOpe7ots), he expresses the sense: He gave gifts to men, 
Dein? niand jn), while in other respects reproducing the tran- 
sition of the LXX. Consequently Paul has, as regards the 
édwxe, given a sense opposite to the original one—a degree of 
variation such as, with all freedom in the employment of Old 
Testament passages, is nowhere else met with in the writings 
of the apostle, on which account the book Chissuk Emuna 
accused him of falsifying the words of the psalm, while 
Whiston looked upon the Hebrew text and the LXX. in 
Ps. Ixviii. 18 as corrupt. This difference is not to be 
explained, with Rückert, by lightly asserting: “Paul did not 
even perhaps know exactly how the words ran,” etc.; for 
in this way he would be chargeable with a shallow caprice, 
for which there is no warrant; moreover, the agreement, 
in other respects, of the citation with the original, text and 
the LXX. leads us to infer too exact an acquaintance 
with the passage adduced, to allow us to assume that Paul 
adduced the words in the full belief that jn) was read in the 
Hebrew, and édwxe in the LXX. Rather must he have in 
reality wnderstood the passage of the psalm, as to its main 
substance, just as he gives it. Inasmuch, namely, as he had 
recognised the words in their bearing upon the antitypical 
Messianic fulfilment, and that as a confirmation of what had 
been said of Christ in ver. 7, this latter special application must 
either have been suggested to him by another reading, which 
he followed (nn) instead of nnpb), or else—with the freedom 
of a Messianic interpretation of the words—by an exposition 
of the Hebrew words, which yielded essentially the sense ex- 
pressed by him. If the latier is the case (for in favour of the 


referring it specially to the humbler servants of the temple, whom David and 
Solomon, e.g., gathered from among the subjugated peoples and settled around 
the temple, whom thus God, as if in a triumphal procession from Sinai to Zion, 
Himself brought in as captives, and then caused to be devoted by men to Him 
as offerings, in order that they, who were once so turbulent, might dwell peace- 
fully in His service (‘‘ even rebellious ones must dwell with Jah God,” as Ewald 
renders the closing words of the passage). The sense: ‘‘ through men,” which 
Hoelemann, on account of ver. 11, finds as a ‘‘secondary”’ meaning in DIN], 
is not to be thought of, not even according to the apostle, who has expressed his 
view with such simple definiteness by #öwx: rots dvéparois. 
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former there is no trace of critical support), he took nnpb, ete., 
in the sense: thou didst take away gifts, to distribute them 
among men (on the 3, see Ewald, Ausführl. Lehrb. der Heb. Spr. 
§ 217 f. 1), and translated this in an explanatory way: xe 
dopata Tols avdpwmoıs;, in connection with which the trans- 
posing into the third person is to be regarded as an uninten- 
tional variation in citing from memory. npd, namely, has often 
the proleptic sense to fetch [Germ. holen], ie. to take any- 
thing for a person and to give it to him. See Gen. xviii. 5, 
xxviL 13, xlii. 16, xlviii. 9; Job xxxviii. 20 (and Hirzel in 
loc.); 2 Sam. iv. 6, al.; see Gesen. hes. II. p. 760, and Hoele- 
mann, p. 97 f. Comp. Bengel: “accepit dona, quae statim daret.” 
The utterance, however, as thus understood,’ Paul has repro- 
duced, interpreting it as he has done, in order to place beyond 
doubt the sense which he attached to it, for the reader who 
might have otherwise understood the words of the LXX. The 
Chaldee Paraphrast likewise understood npd in such wise, that, 
while interpreting the passage of Moses, he could expound: 
su "229 nn fin), dedisti dona filiis hominum. It is evident 
from this, since there is good reason for presupposing in the 
Targum—the more so, as in our passage the Peshito agrees 
therewith (which likewise, Ps. Ixviii. l¢., has dedisti dona filiis 
hominum)—older exegetical traditions, that Paul himself may 
have followed such a tradition (Holzhausen, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Credner, Beiträge, II. p. 121 f.). To assume that he 
actually did so, is in itself, and in reference to the previous 
Rabbinical training of the apostle, free from objection, and 
has sufficient warrant in that old and peculiar agreement, 
even though we should explain the agreement between the 
same citation in Justin, ec. Zryph. 39, 87, and the quotation of 
the apostle, by a dependence upon the latter (Credner, Beitr. 
II. p. 120). On the other hand, it is not to be said, with 
Beza, Calovius, and most older expositors,’ that the explanation 


given by Paul really corresponds with the historic sense of the 


1 The phrase formerly so often compared, i225 mw npb (Ex. xxi. 10, 
xxxiv. 16), is not in place here, since npd, in that phrase, signifies nothing 


else than the simple take. 
2 Chrysostom, without, however, entering into any particulars, says merely: 
the prophet says thou hast received, but Paul: he has given; and the two are 
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passage in the Psalm (see especially, Geier, ad Ps. l.c.p. 1181; 
comp. also Hoelemann, p. 98 f.), which, judging by the con- 
text, is decidedly incorrect. Even Calvin says: “nonnihil a 
genuino sensu hoc testimonium detorsit Paulus ;” and already 
Theodore of Mopsuestia aptly remarks: tmaddakas de TO 
éxaBe Sopata ovtws Ev TO Warue keluevov, EdwKe SOmaTta 
eime, TH UTaANayH TEpl THY oikelav ypnodpevos dKoAovdiav' 
Eerei ev yap (in the psalm) mpos tiv trobecw To EXaßev 
Hppottev, evtavOa dé (in our passage) 7@ Tporeiuevo TO 
Eöwkev aroAovdov Hv. The deviation from the historic sense 
cannot be set aside with fairness and without arbitrary pre- 
suppositions. This holds not only of the opinions of Jerome 
and Erasmus (that in the psalm np is used, because the giving 
has not yet taken place, but is promised as future) and of 
Calvin (“quum de Christi exaltatione pauca verba Psalmi 
citasset, de suo adjecit, eum dedisse dona, ut sit minoris et 
majoris comparatio, qua ostendere vult Paulus, quanto prae- 
stantior sit ista Dei ascensio in Christi persona, quam fuerit 
in veteribus ecclesiae triumphis”), but also of the expedients 
to which Harless and Olshausen have recourse. According to 
Harless, namely, Paul wishes to express the identity of God, 
whose deeds at that time the word of Scripture represents in 
a form which, as identical with the form of Christ’s action, 
makes us recognise the word of the O. T. as pointing forward 
to what was to come, and the Christ of the N. T. as the God 
who already revealed Himself under the O. T.; in the words 
of the psalm the captives themselves are described as sacrificial 
gifts, Which the victor as God takes to Himself among men ; 
the apostle changes merely the form of the words, so far as 
the context makes it necessary, inasmuch as he wishes to 
make out that those vanquished ones—who have not made 
themselves what they are, but have been made so of God— 
are those, of whom he had said that on every one according to 
the measure of the gift of Christ the grace had been bestowed 
which was already pointed to in the psalm. “There is no 
other there,” says the apostle, “than He who had descended 





one and the same. Theodoret more precisely explains himself: du@orepa dt 
(the taking and giving) yeytınvaı AwuRdvor yap rhy wiorw aro IdwoL THY Kap. 
Comp. Oecumenius, 
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to earth, to gain for Himself His own; not that they would 
have presented themselves to Him, but He takes them as it 
pleases Him, and makes them what it pleases Him.” But 
(1) Paul does not wish to express the ıdentity of God, ete., but 
to show that what is said of Christ in ver. 7 was also already 
prophesied Ps. Ixviii. 18; it was a question of the identity of 
the thing, as to which it was self-evident that the triumph 
celebrated in Ps. lxviil. is in the N. T. fulfilment celebrated by 
Christ, who had come in the name of the Lord. (2) In the Ps. 
Le, mam nnpb applies to the gifts of homage which the triumph- 
ing Jehovah has received among (from) men. Certainly, 
according to another explanation (see above, Ewald’s view, and 
comp. also Bleek), the men themselves, namely, the vanquished, 
may be regarded as the gifts or offerings which God has 
received; but who could withal read between the lines in the 
apostle’s citation what, according to Harless, one ought to read 
between them, in order in the end to find only the form of 
the words changed? Olshausen, who, we may mention, quite 
erroneously (see vv. 9, 10) specifies tots avOpw7rois as the 
point of the citation,’ agrees with Harless in so far as he is of 
opinion that the thought of the psalmist: “Thou hast taken 
to Thyself gifts among men,” affirms nothing else than: “ Thou 
hast chosen.to Thyself the redeemed as offerings ;” but further 
adds: “But the man whom God chooses as an offering for 
Himself, 7.e. as an instrument for His aims, He furnishes with 


1 <¢ Paul does not wish by the quotation primarily to represent Christ as the dis- 
penser of the gifts, but to prove from the O. T. itself the universality of the gifts 
of Christ, consequently the equal title of the Gentiles ; He has by His redemption 
conferred gifts not merely on this one or that one, not upon the Jews alone, but 
upon men as such, upon mankind.” What Olshausen has further advanced 
respecting the dative expression with the article (instead of which the Hebrew 
text has among men, while no article is used in the LXX.)—to wit, that by 2. 
don. roils &vbpaxross, Which applies to all men, it is not intended to say: all 
men must be redeemed, and as redeemed receive gifts; but: all men may be 
redeemed, and as redeemed obtain gifts of grace ; and in so far this deviation 
from the original was altogether immaterial—is pure invention. The difference 
certainly does not lie in the fact that DIN points only to some, and the 


expression of Paul to all men, as Olshausen supposes, but solely in the nnpd 
of the original text and the #wxs of Paul. As well DIN as vor ayfparas 
designates men according to the category; but according to the original text it 
is men who are the givers, so that the Triumphator takes them; whereas, 
according to Paul, the men are the recipients, to whom He gives. 
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the gifts necessary to the attainment of the same; and this 
side (?) the apostle, in accordance with his tendency, here 
brings into special prominence” Similarly also Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 484 f., who is of opinion that here, in the 
N. T. application of the passage from the psalm, it is one and 
the same thing whether one say: that Christ has, for the 
accomplishment of the work of His honour, caused to be given 
to Himself by His vanquished that which they possessed, 
or: that He has given them gifts to this end; “for He takes 
that which is theirs into His service, when He gives to them 
what is His, to make them capable of service.” Essentially so 
also Delitzsch on the Psalm, Jc. Such subtleties, by means of 
which any guid pro quo at pleasure may easily enough be got 
out of the alleged light and significance of the “ history of the 
fulfilment” (Delitzsch), may be conveniently foisted upon the 
words of the apostle, but with what right ? — avaßas eis 
üros] Whether we understand the binge my in the original 
text of the ascending of the victorious God into heaven (Heng- 
stenberg, Lengerke, Hitzig, Harless, Hoelemann, and others) 
or to Zion (Ewald, Bleek), or leave it without more precise 
definition of place (Hofmann); according to the Messianic 
accomplishment of the divine triumphal procession, which 
takes place through Christ, the words apply to Christ ascended 
(comp. tyrwGets, Acts ii. 33) to heaven (Ps. cii. 20, al.; Ecclus. 
xiii. 8; Luke i. 78), who has brought in as captives enemies that 
have been vanquished by Him upon this triumphal march, — 
aiypaAwaia, namely, is the abstract collective for aryuaAwroı 
(Judith ii, 9; Ezr. vi. 5; Rev. xiii. 10; Diod. Sie. xvii. 70), 
like Evpwayla for Eupayor, ete. See on ii. 2. On the con- 
nection with the kindred verb (to take captive, to lead, to 
bring in as such), comp. 2 Chron. xxviii. 5; 1 Mace. ix. 72; 
and see, in general, Winer, p. 201 [E. T. 282]; Lobeck, Paral. 
p- 501. The character of aiywadwrevw as Greek is even 
worse than that of aiyuarwrifw. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 442. But what subjects are meant by aiyywarwolia? Not 
the redeemed, as already Justin, c. Tryph. 36; further, Theo- 
doret (od yap édevOépous dvTas Huds nYwadwrTevoev, GAN’ Ümo 
Tov diaBorou yeyevnuévous avTnxwadrwrevoe, Kat THY EXeude- 
plav Huiv édwpyoato), Oecumenius, Thomas, Erasmus (“ capti- 
Meyer—Epu. | OQ 
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vorum gregem e peccati diabolique tyrannide liberatum”), and 
others, including Meier, Harless, Olshausen (“ men upon earth, 
so far as they are held captive by sin and in the ultimate 
ground by the prince of this world, and among these, in 
particular, the Gentile world”), Baumgarten-Crusius (“ those 
gained for the kingdom of Christ”), have interpreted it; 
seeing that the captives, both according to the original text 
and according to our citation, are different from the avOparou 
who are subsequently mentioned, namely, such vanquished 
ones as are visited by the victor with the hard penal fate of 
captives in war. Hence also it cannot be the souls delivered 
by Christ from Hades (Lyra, Estius, and many Catholic exposi- 
tors; König, von Christi Höllenfahrt, p. 26; Delitzsch, Psychol. 
p. 414; fae Baur) that are spoken of. It is the enemies of 
Christ and His kingdom, the antichristian powers, including 
those of hell (but not these alone); their power is broken by 
the completed redeeming work of the Lord. By His resurrec- 
tion and exaltation they have been rendered powerless, and 
subjected to His victorious might; consequently they appear, 
in accordance with the poetical mould of our passage, as those 
whom He has vanquished and carries with Him on His 
procession from Hades into heaven (see ver. 9), so that He, 
having gone up on high, brings them in as prisoners of war. 
Not as if He has really brought them in captivity to heaven, 
but under the figure of the triumphator, as which the 
ascended Christ appears in accordance with the prophetic 
view given in Ps. Ixviii, the matter thus presents itself, 
namely, the overcoming of His foes displaying itself through 
His ascension, This vanquishing, we may add, in its actual 
execution still continues even after the entering upon the 
kingly office which took place with the exaltation of Christ ; 
Sef yap adtov Bacirevew aypis od 04 mavras Tors éxOpods 
imo Tovs modas avtod, 1 Cor. xv. 25. Not the jinal over- 
coming of the foes of Christ is thus meant, but the actual 
aiyparwrevew aixypar, ofttimes. récurs until the final con- 
summation, until at length &axaros exOpos karapyeiraı 0 
Oavartos, 1 Cor. xv. 26, an at the resurrection on the 
last day. In this case, however, there is the more reason for 
leaving the matter without more precise definition of the 
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hostile powers vanquished (Satanic and human), as the 
context suggests nothing more special, and as, speaking 
generally, the 7xuaAort. aiywad. does not form for the aim 
and connection of our passage the essential point of the 
psalmist’s saying, but the latter would have been quite as 
fully in its place here, even though that yypador. aixp. had 
not been inserted, since the element confirmatory of ver. 7 
lies simply in the avaßas eis trios Eöwke Sopata Tois avOpa- 
mow. Yet we have not, with Morus (comp. Flatt), to 
rationalize the conception of the apostle: “removit omnia, 
quae religionis suae propagationi et felicitati hominum obsta- 
rent impedimenta,” by which the sense is altered, and van- 
quished foes become obstacles taken out of the way. — douata] 
according to Paul, gifts in which 606) 1) xapıs, ver. 7, thus 
equivalent to xapiayuara. An appropriate commentary on 
the sense in which Paul has taken the citation, is Acts il, 33. 
But to look upon the interpretation of the é\aBe Sopata of 
the Ps. le. in the sense of gifts of the Spirit as current among 
the disciples of the apostles (de Wette), is the more arbitrary, 
inasmuch as de Wette himself finds it probable that some 
apostle has allegorized the passage of the psalm. 

Ver. 9 is not a (Rabbinical) argument to show that the 
subject of the passage in the psalm is no other than Christ, 
in so far as of Him alone could be predicated that descending 
which, in speaking of ascending, must be presumed to have 
gone before (Michaelis, Koppe; Güder, von der Erschein. 
Christi unter den Todten, p. 83; also my own earlier view). 
Such an argument would have been aimless, since the 
subject of the passage of the psalm in its Messianic fulfilment 
was self-evident ; it would, moreover, not have even logical 

1 Chrysostom, Theophylact, Beza, Calovius, and many others understood 
specially the devil and those things connected with him, death, condemnation, 
and sin. Comp. Luther’s gloss: “that is sin, death, and conscience, that they 
may not seize or keep us.” Grotius rationalizes : ‘‘ per apostolorum doctrinam 
vicit et velut captivam egit idololatriam et vitia alia.” Most comprehensively, 
but with an admixture of heterogeneous elements, Calvin says: ‘‘ Neque enim 
Satanam modo et peccatum et mortem totosque inferos prostravit, sed ex rebel- 
libus quotidie facit sibi obsequentem populum, quum verbo suo carnis nostrae 
lasciviam domat ; rursus hostes suos, i. e. impios omnes quasi ferreis catenis 


continet constrictos, dum illorum furorem cohibet sua virtute, ne plus valeant, 
quam illis concedit.” 
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correctness, since, in fact, God Himself, as often in the O. T., 
might be thought of as the xataBas who dveßn. Paul 
rather brings out in ver. 9 what the-ascension of Christ pro- 
phetically meant in Ps. lxvill. contains as its presupposition ; 
and this for the end of showing! how the matter affirmed 
and supported by the passage of the psalm in ver. 7, namely, 
Christ’s bestowal of grace on all individuals respectively, stands 
in necessary connection with His general position of filling the 
whole universe ; a function upon which He must have entered 
by His very descending into the depths of the earth and His 
ascending above all heavens (ver. 10).— de] carrying forward 
the argument: “but the aveßn, in order now to show you 
what is therewith said,” etc. — 70 aveßn] not: the word aveßn, 
for this does not occur in the passage of the psalm, but the 
predicate aveßn, which was contained in avaBds. — Ti eorıv] 
not: what of an catraordinary nature (Hoelemann), but 
simply: what is said therewith, what is implied in it? Comp. 
Matt. ix. 13; John xvi. 17 £, x. 6, al. —:örı Kal kareßn] that 
He ‘also (not merely ascended, but also) descended. The 
having ascended presupposes ‘the having descended. The 
correctness of this conclusion rests upon the admitted fact 
that the risen Christ had His original dwelling not upon. 
earth, as Elijah had, but in the heaven, whither He went up; 
consequently He could not but have descended from this, if 
He has ascended. Comp. John iii. 13. — The depth, however, 
into which He descended—whether, namely, merely to the 
earth, or deeper still into the subterranean world—is not to 
be inferred from the aveßn itself, but was fixed with historic 
certainty in the believing consciousness of the readers; hence 
Paul could with good reason write not merely örı kat kateßn, 
but O71 Kal Kar. eis TA warwrepa THS yas, i.e. into that 
which is deeper down than the earth, into Hades (kareßnv 
dopov ”Aidos eiow, Hom. Od. xxiii. 252; ’Aidao Öouovs Umo 
keudeoı yains épyeat, Il. xxil. 482; comp. Od. xxiv. 204; 


! The view of Chrysostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, and 
others, again taken up by Olshausen (comp. also Hofmann, /.c. 343), that Paul 
would by the example of Christ exhort to humility, is quite at variance with the 
context. And Rückert also is wrong in holding that ver. 9 contains only an 
incidental remark, which might equally well have been wanting. 
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Soph. Ant. 816, Trach. 1088). He might also have desig- 
nated Hades by ra karwrara Tis ns, the lowest depth of the 
earth (YISD niann, LXX. Ps. Ixiii. 10; Prayer of Azar. 13; 
not Ps. exxxix. 15, where “in the depths of the earth” is 
only a sensuous form of the conception “in secret”); but has 
purposely chosen that comparative expression—in which the 
genitive is that of comparison, not the partitive genitive—in 
order to impart as strong a colouring as possible to the depth 
of Hades, in contradietion to that heaven from which Christ 
descended ; He descended deeper than the earth is (the earth 
being conceived of as a plane), in that He descended even 
into the subterranean vegion beyond, into Hades. The goal 
of the humiliation Paul here designates locally, whereas at 
Phil. ii. 8 he specifies it as respects the degree, namely, by 
nexpı Öavarov K.T.1., which, however, is as to substance in 
agreement with our passage, since the death of Christ had as 
its immediate consequence His descent into Hades (Luke 
xxii, 43; Matt. xii. 40; Acts ii. 27; 1 Pet. iii. 19), as, 
indeed, also at Phil. ii. 16 («atay@oviwy) this descent is pre- 
supposed as having taken place in death. The explanation 
of the so-called descent into hell (Irenaeus in Pitra, Spicileg. 
Solesmense, I. p. 7; Tertullian, Jerome, Pelagius, Ambrosiaster, 
Erasmus, Estius, Calovius, Bengel, and many others, including 
Riickert, Olshausen, Delitzsch, Lechler, Ewald, Hoelemann, 
Bleek; Baur scenting Gnosticism) is therefore the right one,’ 
because the object was to present Christ as the One who fills 
the whole universe, so that, with a view to His entering upon 
this His all-filling activity, He has previously with His 
victorious presence passed through the whole world, having 
descended from heaven into the wtmost depth, and ascended 
from this depth to the utmost heighi—a view, which of neces- 
sity had to extend not merely to the earth, but even into the 
nether world, just because Christ, as was historically certain 
for every believer, had been in the nether world, and con- 
sequently, by virtue of His exaltation to the right hand of 
God, really had the two wtmost limits of the universe, from 
below upwards, as the terminos a quo and ad quem of His 





! Thomasius, II. p. 262, is still doubtful on the question ; Kahnis, I. p. 508, 
regards it as preponderantly probable. Calvin called it inepta, and Reiche falsa. 
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triumphal progress. Further, had Paul intended only the 
descent to earth (Thomas, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Hammond, 
Michaelis, Fischer, de vitiis Lex. N. T., and many, including 
Winer, p. 470 [E. T. 666], Holzhausen, Meier, Matthies, 
Harless, Raebiger, p. 68 ff, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, 
Hofmann, p. 345, Bisping, Schenkel, Schmid, bibl. Theol. Il. 
p. 291, Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 174 f., Beyschlag, Christol. d. 
N. T. p. 228), it would not be easy to see why he should not 
have written merely xareßn, or at any rate simply xareßn eis 
THY yhv or KaTéBn eis THY yhv Karo (Acts ii. 19), instead 
of employing the circumstantial and affected, but yet only 
feebly paraphrasing expression: into the lower regions, which 
are the earth (for so we should have to explain eis ra katwrepa 
THs yns, understood only of the earth; see Winer, dc. [E. T. 
666]). This expression is only accounted for, sharp and 
telling, when it points the reader to a region lower than the 
earth, to that Hades, whither every reader knew that Christ 
had descended. Doubtless the apostle might have written 
simply eis adov (Acts ii. 27) or &ws abou (Matt. xi. 23), or 
also eis Tv aBvocov (Rom. x. 7) or eis Thy Kapdiav Ths yis 
(Matt. xii. 40); but the whole pathos of the passage, with its 
contrast of the extremes of depth and height, very naturally 
suggested the purposely chosen designation eis Ta karwrepa 
Ths ys. The ordinary objection, that, in fact, Christ did not 
ascend from Hades, but from earth to heaven, is of no effect, 
because He has in reality returned, arisen and ascended from 
Hades, consequently Hades was the deepest terminus a quo 
of His ascension, as it had previously been the deepest ¢er- 
minus ad quem of His descent, and on this deepest turning- 
point all here depended, even apart from the fact that the 
long interval of forty days between resurrection and ascension 
is historically very problematic (see Remark subjoined to 
Luke xxiv. 51). Nearest to our view come Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Bullinger, Drusius, Zachariae, and 
others, who, however, refer the passage only to the death and 
the burial (comp. also Erlang. Zeitschr. 1856, p. 284); whereas 
Calomesius, Witsius, Calixtus, and others (already Beza, by way 
of suggestion), appealing to Ps. exxxix. 15, strangely enough 
interpret it of the descent into the womb, 
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Ver. 10. Result from ver. 9, without ody, but thereby 
coming in the more vividly and with a certain triumph; “alio 
gravi dicto antecedentia complectitur aut absolvit ” (Dissen, 
ad Pind. Exe. II. p. 278). — The prefixed 0 karaßas has the 
emphasis, which is further augmented by abrös:! The one who 
descended, just He, He precisely (identity of the person), @s also 
the one who ascended on high above all heavens. — 0 avaBas 
iTepavw mavrwv Tov ovpay.] points back to that avaßas eis 
invos, ver. 8, more precisely defining this eis üwos as the 
region highest of all. The expression “ above all heavens” has 
its basis in the conception of seven heavens, which number is 
not to be diminished to three (Harless: anp, aiOnp, Tpiros 
ovpaves ; comp. Grotius, Meier, and others). See on 2 Cor. 
xii. 2, The ürepavo (in the N. T. only here and i. 21; Heb. 
ix. 5) describes the exaltation of Christ—clearly to be main- 
tained as local—as the highest of all (comp. vrepuyrwee, Phil. 
ii. 9), in such wise that He, having ascended through all 
heavens (dveAnAvO0Ta Tovs ovpavovs, Heb. iv. 14), has seated 
Himself above in the highest heaven, as the avvdpovos of the 
Father, at the right hand of God. Comp. Heb. vil. 26: 
inpnroTepos THY ovpavav yevouevos. The spiritualistic im- 
poverishing of this concrete conception to a mere denial of 
all “enclosure within the world” (Hofmann, II. 1, p. 535) is 
nothing but a rationalistic invention. Comp. Acts vil. 56, 
iii. 21, i. 9-11. — Wa mAnpwon Ta TavTa] points back to the 
bestowal of grace expressed in ver. 7, and prophetically con- 
firmed in ver. 8, and that as expressing the wniversal relation 
into which Christ has entered towards the whole world by His 
exaltation from the lowest depth to the loftiest height; in 
which universal relation is also of necessity contained, as a 
special point, that bestowal of grace on all individuals. As 
intended aim, however (iva), this mAnpodv ra mavra stands 
related to the previous ascension of Christ from the utter- 
most depth, into which He had descended, to the uttermost 
height of heaven; because He had first, like a triumphing 
conqueror (see ver. 8), to take possession of His whole domain, 
ie. the whole world from Hades to the highest heaven, in order 
now to wield His kingly sway over this domain, by virtue of 


U od yap rin; mariAnauds xal &aros avearauder, Theodoret. 
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which He was to fill the universe with His activity of sustain- 
ing and governing, and especially of providing all bestowal of 
grace. This was to be the all-embracing task of His kingly 
office, until the consummation indicated at 1 Cor. xv. 28. It 
is according to this view, and from i. 25, self-evident that we 
have to explain mAnp. ra mavta, neither with Koppe (following 
Anselm and others), de vaticiniorum complemento, nor with 
tiickert and Matthies, of the completion of the redeeming work ; 
nor yet possibly to limit ra wavta to the whole Christian 
community (Beza, Grotius, Morus, Flatt, Schenkel, and others). 
Comp. rather on i. 23, and observe that in our passage that 
Evi de Exdotw jpav E00 x.T.A. of ver. 7 stands to this va 
TAnpwon Ta mavra in the same relation of the species to 
the genus, as in i. 23 TO wAnpwpa (Xpictod) does to Tod Ta 
mavra Ev mäcı mAmpovuevov. The ubiquity of the body of 
Christ (Faber Stapulensis, Hunnius, and others ; specially con- 
tended for by Calovius) is not here, any more than at i. 23 
or elsewhere, spoken of ;' although, with Philippi, Hoelemann 
has still found it here, holding the conception of the purely 
dynamic 7Anpodv ra mavra as unrealizable, because Christ is 
in a glorified body. If this reason were valid, an absolute 
bodily omnipresence would result: it proves too much, and 
leads to a contradictio in adjecto, which could only receive a 
Docetic solution. 

Ver. 11.” And he has, etc. From the general wAnpody Ta 
mavra, ver. 10, there is now brought into prominence in 
reference to the church, with a retrospective glance at ver. 7, 
the special point with which the. apostle was here concerned, 
in order to give the clinching argument to his exhortation as 
to the keeping of the unity of the Spirit. Christ, who has 


1 Wrongly are Oecumenius and Theophylact adduced as favouring this 
explanation. They, forsooth, very correctly refer the filling to the dominion and 
operation of Christ (comp. also Chrysostom), and observe with equal justice that 
Christ, after He had already before His incarnation filled all things by His 
purely divine nature, now, after having, as the Incarnate One, descended and 
ascended, does the filling of the universe #:r& vapxös (Oecumenius), ö.e, so that 
in doing so He is in a different state than before, namely, clothed with a body, 
consequently as God-man, 

2 See Schott, Progr. quo locus Pauli Ephes. iv. 11 seq., breviter explic., Jen, 
1830, 
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ascended from the lowest depth to the loftiest height, in order 
to fill all things, precisely He, has—such is His autonomy in 
His church—given the different teachers and leaders of the 
church, until we all shall have attained to the unity of the 
faith, ete. — We are not to treat as a parenthesis either 
vv. 8-10 (Griesbach and others) or vv. 9, 10 (Koppe), since 
the continuation of the discourse with xal aurös emphatically 
attaches itself to the preceding auros. — Eöwre] is not, any 
more than at i. 22, equivalent to €dero (Theophylact and 
many, including Meier, Harless, Baumgarten-Crusius), seeing 
that, in fact, the giving in the proper sense, to which Paul 
here looks back, has preceded, and Christ has in reality given 
the apostles, etc., to the church,’ namely, through the specific 
charismatic endowment and, respectively also, by His own 
immediate calling (dmooroAovs) of the persons in question. 
Calvin rightly remarks on &öwxe: “quia nisi excitet, nulli 
erunt.” This raising up and granting of the appropriate 
persons for the perfecting of the church as His body, not the 
institution of a spiritual office in itself, which as such has 
exclusively to administer His means of grace, is here ascribed 
to Christ. Comp. (in opposition to Miinchmeyer) Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 283 ff.; Müller in the Deutsche Zeitschr. 
1852, No. 21. The appointing to the service of the indi- 
vidual congregations (as moıuevas Kal didacx.) of such persons 
given by Christ lay in the choice of the congregations them- 
selves, which choice, conducted by apostles or apostolic men, 
Acts xiv. 23, took place under the influence of the Holy 
Spirit, Acts xx. 28. Thus Christ gave the persons, and the com- 
munity gave to them the service. As regards the time of the 
édwxe, it is to be observed that this was indeed a potiori the 


1 Observe the importance, for the continued appointment of the ministers in 
the church, of the conception of the matter implied in #3#xe. Christ gives the 
ministers of the church ; the church takes those given, and places them in the 
service of the church. Thus the church (or whoever has to represent the rights 
and duties of the church) has not in any way arbitrarily to choose the subjects, 
but to discern those endowed by Christ as those thereby given to it by Him, te 
acknowledge and to induct them into the ministry ; hence the highest idea of 
the ecclesiastical scrutiny is, to test whether the persons in question have been 
given by Christ, without prejudice, we may add, to the other existing require- 
ments of ecclesiastical law. 
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time after the ascension (among the apostles in the narrower 
sense, also as respects Matthias and Paul), but that, as was 
obvious for the readers, the earlier appointment of the original 
apostles was not thereby excluded. The latter, namely, are 
not alone meant by drocToxovs, but (comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 7) 
also men like Barnabas and James the Lord’s brother must 
be reckoned among them. — The order in which they are 
brought up is such, that those not assigned to a single church 
precede (arocT., mpo&., evayy.), and these are arranged in the 
order of rank. Hence the woıueves, because belonging to 
particular churches, had to follow, and it is without reason 
that a Montanistic depreciation of the bishops (Baur) is found 
here. — Tovs pev dmooTöAovs] some as apostles. Their charac- 
teristics are their immediate calling by Christ, and their desti- 
nation for all nations. Comp. on 1 Cor. xii. 28.— mpobnras] 
As to these speakers, who, on the receipt of revelation and 
through the Holy Spirit, wrought with highly beneficial effect, 
yet without ecstasy, who likewise in iii. 5 are mentioned after 
the apostles, see on 1 Cor. xii. 10; Acts xi. 27.—evayyeAuoras] 
who rrepuiovres exnpvrrov, Theodoret (see Nösselt, ad Theodoret. 
p. 424) ; missionary assistants to the apostles. See on Acts 
xxi, 8. Oecumenius would, at variance with the context (for 
Paul is speaking only of the exercise of teaching in the 
church), and probably also at variance with history (at least 
as regards our canonical gospels), understand the authors of 
the Gospels, which is adduced as possible also by Chrysostom. 
—Tovs b€ Touévas Kal didack.] denotes not the presbyters 
and deacons (Theophylact), nor the presbyters and exorcists 
(Ambrosiaster), nor yet the presbyters and teachers as two 
separate offices (Beza, Calvin, Zanchius, Grotius, Calixtus, and 
others, including de Wette), the latter in the sense of 1 Cor. 
xii. 28; but, as the non-repetition of rovs de shows, the pres- 
byters and teachers as the same persons, so that the presbyters 
are designated by roıuevas in stated figurative appellation 
(1 Pet. v. 2; Acts xx. 28; John xxi. 15 ff.) with reference to 
their function of guiding oversight over doctrine, life, and order 
in the church, consequently as eriokomoı (see on Acts xx. 28, 
and Ch. F. Fritzsche, in Fritzschior. Opuse. p. 42 ff.); and by 
dudacKdXous, with reference to their function of teaching. 
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We may add, that the didacxnarou were not, as such, at the 
same time presbyters, for the öuöayy was imparted by a 
special ydapicua, which even ordinary members of the church 
might possess (1 Cor. xiv. 26); but every presbyter was at 
the same time dsdacKandos, and had to be endowed with this 
xapıoua , hence Paul here puts together moınevas Kai didacka- 
Aovs, and, 1 Tim. iii. 2, it is laid down as the requirement of 
an eriokomos that he should be 8daxtixos. — Comp. Tit. i. 9. 
See also Augustine, Hp. lix. Comp. Jerome: “Nemo... pas- 
toris sibi nomen assumere debet, nisi possit docere quos pascit.” 
1 Tim. v. 17 is not opposed to this (see Huther in loe.). 

Ver. 12. Behoof, for which Christ has given, ete. “ Non 
potuit honorificentius verbi ministerium commendare, quam 
dum hune illi effectum tribuit,” Calvin. — The three clauses 
are not co-ordinate (Chrysostom, Wolf, Bengel, Semler, Holz- 
hausen, and others). Against the co-ordination may be 
decisively urged not the varying of the prepositions, for Paul 
is fond of interchanging them (comp. Rom. iii. 30, v. 10, xv. 2; 
2 Cor. iii. 11), but the circumstance that eis Epyov Svaxovias 
in its position between the first and third points would be 
unsuitable.’ Rather are eis &py. Suaxov. and eis oikod. Tod 
cw. Tod Xp. two definitions to éwxe, not parallel to mpos Tov 
KaTapr. TOV Ayiwv, but parallel to each other; so that we have 
thus, with Lachmann, Harless, Tischendorf, Bleek, to delete 
the comma after ayiwv. mpos Tov KaTapT. TOV ayiwy contains, 
namely, the aim for which Christ has given those designated 
in ver. 11 eis &pyov dSiakovias, eis olkodommv TOD T@paTos TOU 
Xp. He has, on behalf of the full furnishing of the saints, 
given those teachers for the work of the ministry, for the edifica- 
tion of the body of Christ. The objection that the ofxod. Tod 
ow. is a yet higher aim than that of the xarapr. Tov aylov 
(de Wette) is incorrect; since, on the contrary, the karapr. T. ay. 
is the higher point, which is to be attained by the edification 
of the body of Christ, and consequently might be conceived 
of as aimed at therein. Comp. also Hofmann, Schriftbewers, 
II. 2, p. 128. Observe, withal, the expression of perfection : 


1 If the three elements were parallel, Paul must logically have thus arranged 
them : (1) eis tpyov diaxovias, (2) wpos civ zuraprırmiv ray üyıav, (3) is olxodouny rod 
Camaros tov Xporov,—advancing from the less definite to the more definite. 
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karapr., and the expression of development: oikodouy. Many 
others, including de Wette, have made the two clauses with 
eis dependent on xaraprıowov, so that the sense would be: 
“for the qualifying of believers that they may in each and 
every way themselves labour for the advancement and edifica- 
tion of the church,’ Meier; comp. Flatt, Schott, Riickert, 
Schenkel, and others, as already Erasmus. But (a) daxovia, 
where the context is speaking of those engaged in the service 
of the church, always denotes the official service (Rom. xi. 13; 
2 Cor. iv. 1, vi. 3; comp. Acts vi. 4; 2 Cor. iii. 7 ff., ix. 12, al.), 
and hence may not here be transmuted into the general notion 
of rendering service to, furthering (see especially 1 Pet. iv. 10). 
And if we should in that connection retain the official notion 
of dcaxovia (Flatt, Schott; comp. also Zachariae), the training 
of the äyıoı to be teachers would be the thought resulting; which 
would be inappropriate, because Paul regarded the Parousia 
as so near, and conceived of the yapicuara as continuing till 
then (see 1 Cor. xiii. 8), and therefore the thought that teachers 
had to be trained was remote from his mind. (5) But if he 
had merely meant to say: “to make the individual Christians 
jointly and severally meet for co-operating to the furtherance 
of the church” (Rückert), then ravrwov would have been to 
Tav ayiov an essential element, which could not have been 
left out. Olshausen regards the two clauses introduced by 
eis as a partition of the «araprıouos Tov äylwv: “for the 
perfecting of the saints, and that, on the one hand, of those 
furnished with gifts of teaching for the fulfilment of the 
teacher’s office; on the other hand, as,regards the hearers, for 
the edifying of the church.” Incorrectly, seeing that of @yıoı 
are the objects of the teaching labours mentioned in ver. 11 
and consequently cannot include the teachers themselves, and 
seeing, moreover, that the oixodoun Tod cop. Tod Xp. most 
appropriately describes the working of the teacher, so that no 
reader could, especially after eis épy. dvax., conjecture that eis 
oikoß. K.T.A. was to apply to the /earers, inasmuch as no one 
could read the “on the one hand” and the “on the other” 
between the lines. Lastly, in quite an arbitrary and erroneous 
way, Grotius, Michaelis, Koppe have even assumed a trajec- 
tion for eis épy. dar. mpos Tov Karapr. TOV ay. eis OLK, TOD 
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cop. Tod Xp., in connection with which there have been very 
various explanations.’ — xaraprıoöos, not elsewhere found in 
the N. T. (in Galen used of the adjustment of a dislocated limb), 
means, like xaraprıcıs, 2 Cor. xiii. 9, the putting of a person or 
thing into its perfect state, so that it is as it should be (aprıos). 
Vulgate: ad consummationem. Comp. Morus, and see karap- 
Tito, Luke vi. 40; 1 Cor. i. 10; 2 Cor, xiii. 11; Heb. xii. 21; 
1 Pet. v.10. Translations like ad coagmentationem (Beza) and 
ad instaurationem (Erasmus) would need to be suggested by 
the context.” — épyov Siaxovias] does not stand for the simple 
dvaxovia (Koppe; see, on the other hand, Winer, p. 541 f. 
[E. T. 768]; Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 117), but means the 
work of the dsaxavia, ü.e. the labour which is performed in the 
ministerial office of the church. — eis oikodounv Tod wu. TOV 
Xp.] for the upbuilding (= eis TO oikodouelv TO chp. TOD Xp., 
comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 12; Eph. iv. 29) of the body of Christ. This 
is that €pyov; and so an appositional more precise definition of 
that which precedes. But on that account to take Epyov as a 
building (Schellhorn in Wolf, Holzhausen) is an undue antici- 
pation. The expression oixodoun Tod owuaros is a blending 
of two figures, both of which were, from what precedes, present 
in the conception of the apostle (i. 23, ii. 20 ff., iii. 6),—the 
church as the body of Christ and as an edifice. Comp. ver. 16. 

Ver. 13. Goal, wp to the contemplated attainment of which 
Christ has bestowed the different teachers, ver. 11, for the 
purpose specified in ver. 12. éype is put without dv (comp. 
Mark xiii. 30) because the thought of conditioning circum- 
stances is remote from the apostle’s mind. ‘See Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 14 ff; Hartung, Partikellehre, II. p. 291 ff. — xarav- 
rnowpev] shall have attained to unity, ie. shall have reached 


! Grotius : “ut sanctis ministrent eos perficiendo magis et magis... ut ad 
eum modum illi quoque sancti apti fiant aedificandae ecclesiae, i. .e. docendis 
aliis.” Michaelis: “that they shonld be able ministers:‘of His church, in order 
that the saints might become more perfect, and His church, which is His body, 
might attain its due magnitude.” Koppe: ‘2wxe eis tpyov diaxovias (eis vo 
Dianovelv reis ayioıs) pis +d xarapriey avrods,”—and sis oixod. x.7.A., is supposed 
to belong again to 2wxs. 

2 With strange inappropriateness, Pelagius and Vatablus have referred the 
xaraprisuos to the number of the Christians: “ad complendum numerum 
electorum.” 
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it as the goal. Comp. Acts xxvi. 7; Phil. ii. 11; 2 Mace. 
vi. 14; Polyb. iv. 34; Diod. Sic. i. 79, al. Some have found 
therein the coming together from different places (Vatablus, 
Cornelius a Lapide, and others), or from different paths of 
error (Michaelis); but this is purely imported. — of mavres] 
the whole, in our totality, i.e. the collective body of Christians, 
not all men (Jerome, Morus, and others), Jews and Gentiles 
(Hammond), which is at variance with the use of the first 
person and with the preceding context (pos Tov karaprıouov 
Tov Ayla). — eis THY Evornra THs Thot. Kal THs Emiyv. TOD 
viod Tod Ocovd] does not stand for Ev 7H évoryre x.7.X. (Grotius), 
but is that which is to be attained with the xatavt. The 
article is put with évor., because not any kind of unity is 
meant, but the definite unity, the future realization of which 
was the task of the teachers’ activity, the definite ideal which 
was to be realized by it. — Tod vied tod Oeod is the object 
—accordant with their specific confession —not only of the 
eriyvocıs, but also of the méotes (see on Rom. iii. 22; Gal. 
ii. 16). The goal then in question, to which the whole body 
of believers are to attain, is, that the wéoris in the Son of God 
and the full knowledge (more than yv@ous; see Valckenaer 
in Lue. p. 14 f.,and comp. on i. 17) of the Son of God may be 
in all one and the same; no longer—as before the attainment 
of this goal—varying in the individuals in proportion to the 
influences of different teaching (ver. 14). Kal THs Eemıyv, 
however, is not to be taken as epexegesis of rjs ior. (Calvin, 
Calovius, and others), which is precluded not by kai (see on 
Gal. vi. 16), but by the circumstance that there is no ground 
at all for the epexegetie view, and that miotis and emiyvwaıs 
are different notions, although the two are mutually related, 
the former as the necessary condition of the latter (Phil. iii. 
9,10; 1 John iv. 16). Peculiar, but erroneous, is the view 
of Olshausen (whom Bisping has followed), that the unity 
between faith and knowledge is to be understood, and that the 
development, of which Paul speaks, consists in faith and know- 
ledge becoming one, ie. in the faith, with which the Christian 

1 The sum of the confession, in which all are to become one in faith and 


knowledge,—not merely, as Bleek turns it, are to feel themselves one in the 
communion of faith and of the knowledge of Christ. 
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life begins, becoming truly raised to knowledge. At variance 
with the context, since the connection speaks of the unity 
which is to combine the different individuals (ver. 3 ff.); and 
also opposed to the whole tenor of the apostle’s teaching else- 
where, inasmuch as faith itself after the Parousia is not to 
cease as such (be merged in knowledge), but is to abide (1 Cor. 
xiii. 13). — eis avdpa tédevov] concrete figurative apposition to 
what precedes: unto a full-grown man, sc. shall have attained, 
i.e. shall have at length grown up, become ultimately de- 
veloped into such an one.’ The state of the unity of the faith, 
ete., is thought of as the full maturity of manhood; to which 
the more imperfect state, wherein the évorns is not yet attained 
(ver. 14), is opposed as a yet immature age of childhood. Comp. 
1 Cor. xiii. 11. Paul does not say eis dvöpas reAelovs, because 
he looks upon the avres as one ethical person; comp. 1.15 f. 
On 7édevos, of the maturity of manhood, comp. 1 Cor. ii. 6, 
xiv. 20; Heb. v. 14 (and Bleek thereon); Plato, Legg. x1. 
p. 929 C, i p. 643 D; Xen. Cyr. i. 2. 4; Polyb. iv. 8. I, 
v. 29. 2. Comp. also, for the figurative sense, Philo, de agric. 
I. p. 301, Leg. ad Caium, init. — eis pétpov x.7.r.] second 
apposition, for the more precise definition of the former. The 
measure of the age of the fulness of Christ is the measure, which 
one has attained with the entrance upon that age to which 
the reception of the fulness of Christ is attached (see the 
further explanation below), or, without a figure: the degree of 
the progressive Christian development which conditions the 
reception of that fulness. The 7Acx/a in question, namely, is 
conceived of as the section of a dimension in space, beginning 
at a definite place, so that the #Acx/a is attained only after one 
has traversed the measured extent, whose terminal point is the 


€ 


entrance into the Aıxıa. Comp. Hom. Il. xi. 225: emi p’ HRs 


1 The most involved way, in which the whole following passage can be taken, 
is to be found in Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 129 ff. He begins, in spite of the 
absence of a particle (dv or 34), with eis Zydpz réacv a new sentence, of which the 
verb is aiZ4cwusv, ver. 15 ; the latter is a self-encouragement to growth ; but ive 
enxirı x... is dependent on aificwusv. In this way, in place of the simple 
evolution of the discourse, such as is so specially characteristic of this Epistle, 
there is forced upon it an artificially-involved period, and there is introduced an 
exhortation as yet entirely foreign to the connection (only with ver. 17 does Paul 
return to the hortatory address), 
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Epıkvöcos txeto pétpov, Od. xi. 317: ei Mans pétpov toto, 
xviii. 217. nAıkta, however, is not statura (Luke xix. 3), 
as is supposed by Erasmus, Beza, Homberg, Grotius, Calixtus, 
Erasmus Schmid, Wolf, Bengel, Zachariae, Riickert, and others, 
which would be suitable only if the avjp téXevos always had a 
definite measure of bodily size; but it is equivalent to actas 
(Matt. vi. 27), and that not, as it might in itself imply (Dem. 
17.11; 1352. 11; Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 3), specially aetas virilis 
(so Morus, Koppe, Storr, Flatt, Matthies, Holzhausen, Harless, 
and others), since, on the contrary, the more precise definition 
of the aetas in itself indefinite is only given by Tod Amp. T. 
Xp., which belongs to it (Winer, p. 172 [E. T. 238]); so that 
NAıkla TOU TAN. T. Xp. taken together characterizes the adult 
age of the Christians. — Tod TAnpwyaros T. Xp.] defines the 
age which is meant, as that to which the fulness of Christ is 
peculiar, ae. in which one receives the fulness of Christ. Before 
the attainment thereof, ze. before one has attained ito this 
degree of Christian perfection, one has received, indeed, 
individual and partial charismatic endowment from Christ, 
but not yet the fulness, the whole largas copias of gifts of 
grace, which Christ communicates. mAnpwaua is here, just as 
at iii. 19, not the church of Christ (Storr, Koppe, Stolz, Flatt, 
Baumgarten-Crusius), which in i. 25 is doubtless so charac- 
terized, but not so named. This also in opposition to Baur, 
p. 438, according to whom 706 wAnp. T. Xp. means: “ Christ’s 
being filled, or the contents with which Christ fills Himself, thus 
the church.” All explanations, moreover, which resolve X7- 
popa into an adjectival notion (MAnpwdeis) are arbitrary changes 
of the meaning of the word and of its expressive representation, 
whether this adjectival notion be connected with 7)Avxias’ or 
with tod Xpiorod.” Grotius, doubtless, leaves mAnp. as a 


1 So Luther: “of the perfect age of Christ.” Comp. Castalio, Calvin (“ plena 
aetas”’), Estius, Michaelis, and others; in which case rod Xperou has by some 
been taken sensu mystico of the church, by others (see Morus and Rosenmüller) 
ad quam Chr. nos ducit, or the like, has been inserted. 

2 So most expositors, who take Arıxiz as stature. It is explained: stature of 
the full-grown Christ, as to which Beza says, “‘Dicitur... Christus non in sese, 
sed in nobis adolescere ;’’ Wolf, on the other hand: ‘‘ Christus... in exem- 
plum proponitur corpori suo mystico, . . . ut, quemadmodum ipse qua homo se 
ostendit sapientia crescentem, prout annis et statura auctus fuit, ita fideles 
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substantive; but, at variance with linguistic usage, makes of 
it the being full, and of tr. Xp. (so already Oecumenius), the 
knowledge of Christ (“ad eum staturae modum, qui est plenus 
Christi, i. e. cognitionis de Christo”). Riickert takes mAnpoua 
as perfection, and tov Xpuctov as genitive of. the possessor. 
The meaning of the word he takes to be: “ We are to become 
just as perfect a man as Christ is.’ Christ stands before us as 
the ideal of manly greatness and beauty, the church not yet 
crown to maturity, but destined to be like Him, as perfect as 
He is,—which is a figure of spiritual perfection and completion. 
But wAnjpwpa nowhere signifies perfection (reXeıörns), and 
nowhere is Christ set forth, even in a merely figurative way, 
as an ideal of manly greatness and beauty. He stands there 
as Head of His body (vv. 12, 15, 16). As little, finally, as 
at iii. 19, does mTANpwua tod Xp. here signify the full gracious 
presence of Christ (Harless; comp. Holzhausen). So also 
Matthies: “the fulness of the Divinity manifest in Christ 
and through Him also embodied in the church.” Where the 
TANpwua Tod Xp. is communicated, there the full gracious 
presence of Christ is in man’s heart (Rom. vill. 10; Gal. 
iii. 20), but To mAnjp. tov Xp. does not mean this. 


REMARK 1.—The question whether the goal to be attained, 
indicated by Paul in ver. 13, is thought of by him as occurring 
in the temporal lite, or only in the aidy wirrwy, is answered in 
the former sense by Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, 
Jerome, Ambrosiaster, Thomas, Luther, Cameron, Estius, 
Calovius, Michaelis, Morus, and others, including Flatt (who 
thinks of the last times of the church on earth), Rückert, Meier, 
de Wette, Schenkel; in the latter sense,' by Theodoret (ris ö& 
rer.siörnrog ev rH werd Biw reuZöuede), Calvin, Zanchius, Koppe, 
and others, including Holzhausen; while Harless judges that 
Paul sets forth the goal as the goal of the life of Christian fellow- 


quoque sensim incrementa capiant in fide et cognitione, tandemque junctim 
perfectum virum Christo . . . similem sistunt.” Comp. Erasmus, Paraphr. 

1 In fact, Fathers of the church (Augustine, de Civ. ii. 15; and see also 
Jerome, Epit. P. 12) and scholastic writers (Anselm, Thcmas) have referred 
our passage to the resurrection of the dead, of whom it is held to be here said, 
that they would all be raised in full manly age like Christ. Several (already 
Origen, as is asserted by Jerome, ad Pammach. Ep. 61, and afterwards Scotus) 
have even inferred that all women (with the exception of Mary) would arise of 
the male sex! 


Meyer.—Epu. EB 
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ship here upon earth, but says nothing on the question as to 
whether it is to be attained here or in the life to come ; as also 
Olshausen is of opinion that Paul had not even thought of the 
contrast between here below and there. But vv. 14,15 show most 
distinctly that Paul thought of the goal in ver. 13 as setting in 
even before the Parousia; and to this points also the comparison 
of iii. 19, where, in substance, the same thing as is said at our 
passage by sig werpov nruriag 47.2, is expressed by va wAnpwönre 
sig wav Td TAnpwua rov Oz. The development of the whole 
Christian community to the goal here described Paul has thus 
thought of as near at hand, beyond doubt setting in (ver. 14) 
after the working of the antichristian principle preceding the 
Parousia (see on vi. 11; Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 348 f.), as a conse- 
quence of this purifying process, and then the Parousia itself. 
We have consequently here a pointing to the state of unity of 
faith and knowledge,’ which sets in after the last storms rod 
eveoraros wiövos vovngod (Gal. i. 4), and then is at once followed 
by the consummation of the kingdom of Christ by the Parousia.’ 
With this view 1 Cor. xiii. 11 is not at variance, where the time 
after is compared with the age of manhood; the same figure is 
rather employed by Paul to describe different future conditions, 
according as the course of the discussion demanded. Comp. 
1 Cor. xiv. 20, iii. 1. On the other hand, the reason adduced 
for the reference to an earthly goal (Calovius and Estius), 
namely, that after the Parousia there is not faith, but sight, is 
invalid; for see on 1 Cor. xii. 13. 

REMARK 2.—Mexpı zaravsrnowusv w.7.A. 18 not to be interpreted 
to the effect, that with the setting in of the unity, etc., the 
functions thought of in ver. 11 would cease,—which rather will be 
the case only at the Parousia (1 Cor. xii. 8-10, iii. 13 ff.),—but 
the time of the unity, ete., is itself included in the (last) period 
of the duration of those churchly ministrations, so that only 
the Parousia is their terminus. The distinction made by Tit- 
mann, Synon. p. 33 f., between dyes and #exp—which in fact 
receive merely from the connection the determination of the 
point, whether the “ until” is to be taken inclusively or exclusively 


1 This txiyvwsis is consequently not yet the perfect one, which occurs after 
the Parousia, as it is described 1 Cor. xiii. 12. 

2 According to Schwegler, /.c. p. 381, our passage betrays the later author, 
who, taking a retrospective view from the Montanistic standpoint, could con- 
ceive the thought of such a division into epochs. As though Paul himself, 
looking forward from his view, as he expresses it, e.g., 1 Cor. xii. 4 ff., could 
not also have hoped for a speedy development unto unity of the faith, ete. ! 
The hypothesis of a ‘certain time-interest” (Baur) was not needed for this 
purpose. 
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—is invented. See Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 308f. The dis- 
tinction of the two words lies not in the signification, but in 
the original sensuous mode of conception which was associated 
with the until: “quum altera particula spatium illud, quoad 
aliquid pertinere diceretur, metiretur ex altitudine, altera vero 
ex longitudine,” Klotz, ad Devar. p. 225. 


Ver. 14. “Iva] cannot, at all events, introduce the design of 
the attained goal in ver. 13, in opposition to which av&njowuev, 
ver. 15, clearly testifies ; since, in the case of him who has 
already become the avnp tédevos, the av&dvew no longer has 
place. But it is also arbitrary to refer the affirmation of aim 
to vv. 11, 12 (Koppe, Flatt ; comp. Michaelis and Zanchius), 
as Harless would do (comp. Bleek), who holds ver. 13 and 
ver. 14 ff. as co-ordinate, so that ver. 13 describes the final 
goal up to which the arrangement endures, and ver. 14 ff. the 
design of this same. That ver. 14 stands in a subordinate 
relation to ver. 13,is shown by the retaining of the same 
figure, as by iva itself, which is not preceded by another iva, 
or something similar, to which it would be parallel. If Paul 
had referred wa to vv. 11, 12, it would have been logic- 
ally the most natural course to arrange the verses thus: 
vv. 11, 12, 14, 15, 13, 16. The relation of our sentence 
expressive of aim to the preceding is rather as follows: while 
in ver. 13 there was expressed the terminus ad quem, which 
is appointed to the labour-task, contained in ver. 12, of the 
teachers given according to ver. 11 by Christ, there is now 
adduced that which is aimed at in the case with a view to the 
ultimate attainment of that terminus ad quem, namely, the 
change, which meanwhile, in accordance with that final aim, 
is to take place in the—till then still current—condition of 
the church. This change, divinely aimed at, is characterized 
ver. 14 in its negative nature (pyxéte «.r.A.), and ver. 15 in 
its positive nature (aAmdevovres dé K.T.A.). — unkeri] no longer, 
as this is still at present the case. It points to the influence, 
which had at that time not yet ceased, of false teachers in the 
Christian church at large (see ver. 13). Of false teachers 
Ephesus itself there is in our Epistle still no trace, although 
in Acts xx. 29 f Paul had already expressed their future 
emergence. — vnmıor] for, in order to attain to full maturity, 
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one must first emerge out of the state of childhood. What 
Paul here represents as vnriorns, namely, the dependence 
on false teachers, in connection with which the &virns 
described in ver. 13 cannot set in, he himself expresses by 
KrXvdoveCopevor, becoming tossed by waves (Isa. lvii. 20) and 
driven to and fro (as a ship abandoned to the breakers), on 
which figurative representation of restless passive subjection 
to influences, comp. Heb. xiii. 9; Jas. 1. 6; Jude 12f.; 
Josephus, Antt. ix. 11. 3; Aristaenet. i. 27; Dio Chrys. 
Orat. 32.— mavri avéuw tis SidacKanr.| TH Tpomn de éupévov 
Kat üvenovs éxdrece Tas Siahdpous SidacKanias, Theophylact. 
Comp. Plut. de aud. poet. p. 28 D: un mavri Aoyw mAayıov, 
@oTEp mveinarı, mapadıdovs éavTov. The use of the article 
with dvdacxaXr. denotes the doctrine i abstracto. In the fact 
that now this, now that, is taught according to varying 
tendencies, there blows now this, now that, wind of doctrine. 
That Paul has false teachers before his mind, is evident from 
the context. — ev 7H kvßeia Tav avOper.] instrumental : 
becoming tossed and driven to and fro by every wind of doc- 
trine in virtue of the deceit of men. After SidacKk. no comma. 
is to be placed (comp. Lachmann and Tischendorf). xvßela, 
from xvBos (cubus), a die, means properly dice-play (Plato, 
Phaedr. p. 274D; Xen. Mem. i. 3.2; Athen. x. p. 445 A); 
then in a derived signification fraudulentia (Arrian. Zpiet. ii. 
19, iii. 21, and see Oecumenius). Comp. the German Spiel. In 
this signification the word has also passed over to the language 
of the Rabbins SPP, See Schoettgen, Horae, p. 775; 
Buxtorf, Zex. Talm. p. 1984. Others have explained it as: 
levitas, temeritas (Beza, Salmasius, Morus, Flatt, and others), 
—which notion (like the German auf’s Spiel setzen: to put 
at stake) xvBevew really expresses in Plat. Prot. p. 314 A; 
Meleag. 73 (see Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI. p. 89),—but this is 
opposed to the context, which represents the false teachers as 
deceivers. — Tov avOperwv) Instead of being under the gracious 
influence of Christ (ver. 13), and thereby becoming strong 
and firm (comp. iii. 16 ff.), one is given up to the deceptive 
play of men ! — Ev mavovpyia mpos tHv mehodelav Ths mAavns] 
more precisely defining parallel to the preceding: by means of 
cunning, which is effectual for the machination of error, On 
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Tavovpyia,. comp. 1 Cor, iis 195 27 Cor.-iv. 2, xi. 3; Plat. 
Menex. p. 247 A. pe@odera is preserved only here and vi. 11, 
but from the use of wéod0s (2 Mace. xiii. 18; Esth. xvi. 13; 
Plut. Mor. p. 176 A; Artem. iii, 25; Aristaen. i. 17) and 
webodevn (2 Sam. xix. 27; Aquila, Ex. xxi. 13 ;.Diod. Sie. 
vii. 16; Charit. vii. 6) is not doubtful as to its signification. 
TAavn means error, also at Matt. xxvii. 64; Rom. i. 27; 
2 Pet. iii. 17, ii. 18; Jas. v.20. Whether this has been 
brought about through the fault of lying and immorality 
(Harless) must be decided by the context, as this must in 
reality be assumed to be the thought of the apostle in the 
present case, both from the connection and from the view 
which Paul had formed on the basis of experience (not, as 
tiickert pronounces, from a certain dogmatical defiance, 
which had remained with him as his weak side; comp. on the 
other hand, on 2 Cor. xi. 12) with regard to the false teachers 
of his time(2 Cor. iit 17;xn 33.f. ;:Gal: 114, vi. 12-5 Phil: 
ii. 21), although it is not involved in the word in ifself. To 
take mAuvn as seduction (Luther, Beza, and others, including 
Riickert, Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette) is not to 
be justified by linguistic usage, since it always (also 2 Thess. 
il. 11) means error, delusion, going astray ; as with the Greek 
writers also it never has that active meaning. — mAdvns is 
genitivus subjectt ; the mAavn, which peOodeve, is personified, 
in which, case, however, it would be quite arbitrary to say, 
with Bengel: erroris, i.e. Satanae. Compare rather the fre- 
quent personifications of auapria, Sucarocvvn (Rom. vi. 16 ff., 
al.), and the like. The article is not necessary before mpos T. 
eG06. (in opposition to Riickert), since ravovpy. has no article ; 
hence no reason whatever exists for attaching mpos T. pe006. 
«.7.r., with Rückert, to the participle (“driven about... . accord- 
ing to the several arts of seduction”), by which ev ravovpy. is 
singularly isolated. — We may add that, when it is said that 
the fluctuation between different doctrinal opinions, here pre- 
supposed as a matter of fact, is not suitable to the apostolic 
age (Baur, p. 448), too much is asserted. Paul had experienced 
enough of this sort of wavering: all his Epistles testify of it. 
Ver. 15. Still connected with iva, ver. 14. — 6€] after the 
negative protasis: on the other hand, yet doubtless. See 
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Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 171 f.; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 360 f. 
In order that we...on the other hand, confessing the truth, 
may grow in love, ete. adnGevew means nothing else than in 
Gal. iv. 6, verum dicere, opposite of wevderOar (comp. Xen. 
Anab. i. 7. 18, iv. 4.15; Mem.i.15 ; Plat. Demod. p. 383 C; 
Phil. Leg. Alleg. II. p. 84 A; de resip. Noe, p. 280 E), which 
here, as contrast to the wrepıdepeodaı mavrı avéwo tis didac- 
KaNias, is the confession of the evangelic aANdeıa. Ev ayarn 
belongs to av&jo. (comp. already Lucifer: “crescamus in 
caritate ”), the ethical element of which it denotes; for love (to 
the brethren) is the sphere, apart from which the growth of 
the mystic body, whose members are held together by love 
(comp. Chrysostom), does not take place, iii. 18; 1 Cor. xi. 
12 ff, comp. xi. 1. With how great weight is this element 
here placed at the beginning and ver. 16 at the end; and 
how definitely is the hint already thereby given to take ev 
ayarn together with avéyjo., in keeping with its connection in 
ver. 16! Others, nevertheless, connect it with aAnOevorTes, 
in doing which some explain, yet not without diversities in 
specifying the sense,' veritatem sectantes cum caritate (Valla, 
Erasmus, Calvin, Bullinger, Calovius, Wolf, Michaelis, Zachariae, 
Koppe, Stolz, Flatt, Rückert, Bleek, de Wette ? et al.), others: 
sincere diligentes (Luther, Bucer, Grotius, Loesner, Morus, e? al.; 
comp. also Beza and Matthies). But neither of these inter- 
pretations is to be linguistically justified, since aAndeveıv never 
means to strive after truth, or to hold fast the truth, to possess 
the truth, or the like, but always to speak the truth (comp. 
also Prov. xxi. 3; Ecclus. xxxi. 4), to which, likewise, the 
sense of to verify, to prove as true, found eg. in Xen. Anab. 
vii. 7. 25, Isa. xliv. 26, may be traced back. Against the 
second of these interpretations (Luther, etc.) there is also in 
particular the context, seeing that sincere love would be a 
quite unsuitable contrast to the spiritual immaturity given 
up to the false teachers, which is described ver. 14. If, 
however, we should seek to connect aAnmdevew in the correct 


1 Calvin and most expositors: ‘‘ veritatis studio adjungere etiam mutuae com- 
municationis studium, ut placide simul proficiant.” Castalio, Bullinger, 
Riickert : “to hold fast to the truth received and investigated... so that... 
our firmness may be tempered by a friendly consideration for the weaker.” 
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sense of verum dicere with ev ayarrn (confessing the truth in 
love), then only the love not towards others in general (this 
in opposition to Hofmann), but towards those of another 
confession, could be meant; and this too, would here, where 
the latter are described as deceptive teachers of error, be at 
variance with the context. Harless, it is true, rightly connects 
Ev ayatn with avéya., but explains aAndevovres: being true in 
evangelical disposition, and then brings ev ayarn eis avtov 
together. Against this may be urged, not indeed the hyper- 
baton (Bernhardy, p. 460; Kühner, II. p. 627 f.), but the 
fact that aAXn0. is not taken in accordance with correct 
linguistic usage, and that the definition “in evangelical dis- 
position ” is imported at variance with the context (since we 
have here a contrast not to the ravovpyia of the false teachers, 
but to the childish wrepıbepeodaı mavri avéuw K.T.A.); as also 
that the corresponding ev ayarn of ver. 16 shows that ev 
ayatn in ver. 15 does not mean love to Christ. Wrongly also 
Baumgarten-Crusius, although connecting with avé., renders: 
possessing the truth. — avénowper] dependent on tva, ver. 14, 
is not to be taken, according to classic usage, transitively 
(1 Cor. iii. 6 f.; 2 Cor. ix. 10), as Valla, Moldenhauer, and 
others held, but cntransitively (comp. il. 21, and see Wetstein, 
I. p. 335), to grow ; for, in keeping with the figure va umkerı 
@yuev vymior, it represents the progressive development of the 
Christian life. Comp. ver. 16. DBengel aptly observes : 
“haec av&now... media est inter infantes et virum.” — eis 
avtov] in reference to Him. Christ is indeed the Head of the 
body, the growth of the members of which thus stands in 
constant relation to Christ, can never take place apart from 
relation to Him as determining and regulating it, to whom 
the course of the development must harmoniously correspond. 
The commentary to eis avrov is furnished by the following 
e€ od Tay TO copa x.7.X.; the relation of the growth to the 
head, which is expressed in an ascending direction by eis 
aurov, is expressed in a descending direction by é& ov.’ The 


1 This treating of sis wörsv and (ver. 16) 2% od as parallel is not ‘‘ paradoxical” 
(de Wette), but represents the relation as it is.—Christ the goal and source ot 
the development of life in the church, i.e. to Christ withal is directed the whole 
aim which determines this development, and from Christ proceeds all endow- 
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sense: into the resemblance of Christ (Zanchius and others), is 
opposed to the context (since Christ is thought of as head) ; 
as also the explanation of Koppe and Holzhausen (comp. de 
Wette and Bleek) : “ to grow up in Him,” is inappropriate, since 
the body as little grows up to the head, or reaches forth to the 
head (Hofmann), as it grows into the head (in opposition to 
Matthies: “to grow into Him, i.e.... ever more deeply to 
become absorbed into His infinitely true and holy nature ”). 
Others have taken eis for év but this was a mistaken make- 
shift, whether it was explained with Cornelius a Lapide: 
“Christi capitis virtute et influwu,” or even with Grotius: 
“ipsius cognitione.” — ta mavra] is rightly explained: in all 
points, in every respect (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 25, x. 33, xi. 2, and 
see on Acts xx. 35), in which case, however, the article 
has not generally been attended to (so still Meier and 
Matthies). Harless refers it to the previously mentioned 
évotns in its contrast to the wavering of unsettled knowledge. 
But since the évorns of ver. 12 appears as the goal to be 
attained by the growth, and since, moreover, not several things 
(a plurality) are thereby denoted, to which the plural ra mavra 
might relate, this view cannot appear in keeping with the 
context. The explanation which most naturally suggests 
itself is: in all the points of our growth, wherein the emphasis 
remains upon eis avtov. Our growth shall, in all points 
in which we grow, proceed in relation to Him, who is the 
Head, etc. Koppe, Wahl, and Holzhausen regard ra mavra as 
nominative, explaining it of all the members. But in that case 
oi mavtes must have been written. Comp. ver. 13. — ds 
eatıv % Kepady Xpıorös] significant more precise definition 
and very emphatic naming of the subject intended by eis 
avrov, although this subject was self-evident. Paul did not 
write tov Xpucrov (as apposition to adrov), but in accordance 
with the usual Greek construction he drew the apposition into 
the accessory clause. See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 41 A: 
ebpyaeı Tors ws adAnOds SiKactas, olmep Kal éyovTar Exei 


ment, by which it is rendered possible and takes place. Analogous, and just as 
little paradoxical, is the conjunction of ty (da) and sis, Col. i. 16 £. 

1 Luther, in the original editions, has not: ‘‘an dem das Haupt ist,” but 
“an den, der das Haupt ist.” 
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dicate Mivas te Kal ‘Paddpavos xai Alaros. Pfluck, ad 
Eur. Hee. 171. Comp. 2 Cor.’ x. 13; Winer, p. 469 [E. T. 
669]; Ellendt, Lew Soph. II. p. 368. According to de 
Wette, 6 Xp. is merely to serve for facilitating the construc- 
tion with the following é& od, and thus to have merely a 
formal significance. But of such a facilitating there was no 
need whatever. 

Ver. 16. Harmony of what is said, ver. 15, for all indivi- 
duals, with the objective relation of Christ to the whole as 
the organism growing by way of unity out of Christ. Comp. 
Col. ii. 19.— From whom the whole body, becoming fitly 
framed together and compacted (becomes compacted and), by 
means of each sensation of the supply (of Christ), according to 
an operation proportionate to the measure of each several part, 
bringeth about the growth of the body, to the edifying of itself in 
love. — €E ob] is equivalent neither to eis öv (Koppe), nor to 
per quem (Morus, Flatt, Holzhausen), but denotes the causal 
going forth, as Col. l.c.; 1 Cor. viii. 6; 2 Cor. v. 1, xiii. 4; 
and frequently. See Bernhardy, p. 225.— av TO copa] 
av has the emphasis: the whole body, thus no member being 
excepted ; it glances back to of mavres, ver. 13. — cvvappon. 
Kk. ovpBiBaé.] Present participle, expressing what was con- 
tinuously in actu. As to ovvappor., comp. on i. 21; 
ovußıBado is employed by classical writers of men or of 
single parts of things, which one brings together into an 
alliance, to reconciliation, to a unity (Herod. i. 74; Thue. ii. 
29.5; Plato, Rep. p. 504 A; comp. Col. ii. 2), and might 
be employed here the more aptly, inasmuch as the single 
parts of which the collective mass designated by way 70 
copa consists, are the different Christian individuals. <A 
distinction in the notion of the two words, such as is asserted 
by Bengel (cuvappor. denotes the fitting together, and 
cvußıß. the fastening together) and Grotius (the latter denotes 
a closer union than the former), is arbitrarily assumed. The 
distinction consists only in this, that cuvapyor. corresponds to 
the figure, and avußıß. to the thing figuratively represented. 
With regard to the former, observe that appovia also, with the 
Greeks often denotes the harmonious relation of unity between 
the body and its parts. See Jacobs, Delect. epigr. vii. 39. — 
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The verb to EE od mäv TO cHpa ovvapy. kK. avußıß. is THY 
avénow Tod ocwp. moueiraı, in which the repetition of Tod 
cwpatos is neither negligence (Riickert) nor a Hebraism 
(Grotius), but is introduced for the sake of perspicuity on 
account of the intervening definitions, as is often the case with 
classical writers (see Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. XXxv.; 
Krüger, Anab. p. 27; Ellendt, ad Arrian. Exp. Al. i. 55). — 
Sua maons abs Ths Erixopmy.] belongs not to ouußıßa£. (so 
ordinarily), to which connection the erroneous interpretation 
of ab as band (see below) led, but to nv avEnow moueiraı 
(Zanchius, Bengel, and others). It is not the union that is 
brought about by the adal tis Emixopny., but the growth, 
inasmuch as Christ, from whom as Head the union proceeds, 
bestows the ewıyopnmyia for the growth. addy is usually ex- 
plained junctura (Vulgate), commissura, means of connection, 
joint, and the like. But without any support from linguistic 
usage. It may signify, as in Lucian, de luetu 9, and often in 
Plutarch, contact, also holding fast, adhesion, and the like’ (comp. 
Augustine, de civ. Dei, xxii. 18: “tactum subministrationis,” 
‚and see Oecumenius : 7) dmo Tod XpioTod karıodoa mvevpatixy 


ul. Övvanıs Evds Exdotou péXous avTovd amTopmévy), but it 


never means vinculum (cuvady). Rightly Chrysostom and 
Theodoret have already explained it by alo@noıs, feeling, per- 
ception. See Plato, Locr. p. 100 D, E; Pol. vii. p. 523 E; and 
the passages in Wetstein. So also Col. ıi. 19. Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 152, prefers the signification: contact, and 
understands the connection of the several parts of the body, 
whereby the one supplies to the other that which is necessary 
to growth, which supply in the case of the recipient takes 
place by means of contact with it. In this way raca adn rns 
érvyopny. would be every contact which serves for supplying, and 
the erıyopnyia would be the communication of the requisites 
for growth by one part of the body to the other. But the former 
Paul would have very indistinctly expressed by the mere 


1 In virtue of this signification there was denoted by px also the fine sand 
with which the oiled athletes sprinkled each other, in order to be able to take a 
firm grasp (see Steph. Thesaur. s.v.). Thence Bengel derives the interpretation : 
ansae ad mutuum auxilium. An arbitrary abstraction from a conception entirely 
foreign to the context. 
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genitive (instead of tis Errixop. he might have written rs 
Tpos THY Eerixopnylav), and the latter is imported, since the 
reader after €& od could only understand the erıxopnyia pro- 
ceeding from Christ. If we were to take «67 in the sense 
of contact, the above explanation of Oecumenius would be the 
simplest (every contact, which the body experiences through 
the émvyopnyia of Christ); but there may be urged against it, 
that the expression instead of the mere da maons émvyopnyias 
would be only diffuse and circumstantial without special 
reason, while the expression: “ sensation of the émvyopnyia,” 
very appropriately points to the growth through the influence 
of Christ from within outward. — tis érvyopny.| Genit. object : 
every feeling in which the supply is perceived, experienced. 
What supply is meant by the erıxopnyia with the article 
becomes certain from the context, namely, that which is 
afforded by Christ (through the Holy Spirit), 2.2. the influence 
of Christ, by which He supplies to His body the powers of 
life and development necessary to a growth in keeping with 
its destiny (emixopnyei, 2 Cor. ix. 10; Gal. iii. 5, exhibet ; the 
substantive occurs only further at Phil. i 19, not in Greek 
writers). Those who understand adj as bond, take Tis 
Eerixopny., partly correctly in this same sense (Rückert, Harless, 
Olshausen), save that they explain the genitive as a genitive of 
apposition, partly (so Luther and most expositors, including 
Matthies, Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette) of the recipro- 
cal service-rendering of the members —an explanation which,’ 
originating in the erroneous interpretation of a7, introduces 
into the context something heterogeneous. Beza transmutes 
THS Eriyopmy. into an unmeaning participle: “per omnes 
suppeditatas commissuras.” — kat’ évépy. Ev HETPW Evös Er. wép. | 
belongs neither to tis émeyopny. (Koppe, Meier, de Wette, 
and many), in which case, it is true, the non-repetition of the 
article might be justified on the ground of a blending of 7 emı- 
xopnyia Kat’ évépyeav K.T.A. into one conception, but on the 
other hand may be urged the fact that ev uerpw «.7.r., as a 
specification of measure, points of itself to the growth, not to 

1In which case the genitive r#s !rıx. would have to be taken, with Grotius, 


de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others, as genitive of definition (on behuly 
of). But see above, in opposition to Hofmann. 
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the emixopnyia ; nor to avußıßa&. (Harless), to which even 
what precedes did not belong, but: after Paul has stated 
whereby the body grows (va wae. apis ths Emixopmy.), he 
now also adds the relation in which it brings about its growth, 
namely, according to an efficacy in keeping with the measure 
of each several part, (.e. so that the growing body in its growth 
follows an activity of development in keeping with the 
measure peculiar to each several part of the body,—con- 
sequently no disproportioned monstrous growth results, but one 
which is pursuant to proportion, adapted to the varied measure 
of the several parts (so that, e.g., the hand does not grow dis- 
proportionately larger than the foot, etc.). Without figure: 
From Christ the church accomplishes its progressive develop- 
ment according to an efficacy, which is not equal in all 
individuals, but appropriate to the degree of development 
appointed for each several individual. KRückert and Bret- 
schneider take kat’ évépyevay adverbially: after a powerful 
manner. But evepyaa in itself does not denote powerful 
working, but efficacy, activity in general, so that it would need 
a more precise definition for the sense supposed (i. 19, iii. 7; 
Phil. i. 21; Col. i, 20, i, 12; 2 Thess, ii. 9, 11). — ev 
HETP@] according to measure, pro mensura; see Bernhardy, 
p. 211; Winer, p. 345 [E. T. 483], — pépous] is held by 
Harless to denote the several parts, which again in their 
turn appear as having the control of the other members (pastors, 
ete., ver. 11). Against this is &vos éxaotov. It denotes, 
according to the context, in contradistinction to the whole of 
the body each part of the body, whether this part may be a 
whole member or in turn only a portion of a member (comp. 
Luke xi. 36), and is hence of wider meaning than péXous. — 
avénow| in the N. T. only further at Col. ii. 19, often with 
Greek writers, also 2 Mace. v. 16.-— moıeiraı] produces for 
itself (sibi), hence the middle; comp. subseyuently eis oikodou. 
éauvtov. — The sense: for the perfecting of itself (aim of nv 
av&no. Trovetrat), is expressed, as at ver. 12, in another, dis- 
similar, but likewise very familiar figure, by eis oixod. Eavrov. 
— év dyamn]) Love of all one to another is the ethical sphere, 
within which the avénow moıweiodaı eis oikod. Eavtod on the 


1 More classic, however, is avén. See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. vi. p. 509 B. 
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part of the whole body proceeds—outside of which this cannot 
take place. Comp. ver. 15. On account of ver. 15, the 
connection with rnv av—Enow moueiraı eis oiKod. Eavrod is more 
in keeping with the context than the usual one with the mere 
eis oikod. eavrod. — We may add, that the mode of regarding 
the church in our passage is not “ genuinely Gnostic,” as 
Baur pronounces, but genuinely Pauline. Comp. especially 
1 Cor. xii. 14-27. 

Ver. 17. That oöv, like the Latin ergo, here resumes ver. 1 
(Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 22 f.; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 718), is 
rightly assumed ; since the exhortation begun vv. 1—3 is really 
interrupted by the digression, vv. 4-16, and the duty now 
following unkerı mepımareiv «.T.r., is but the negative side 
of the a&iws mepımarnoaı «.r.X. of ver. 1. Theodoret aptly 
observes: maAıv avédaBe THs Tapatvécews TO TpootuLov, — 
rovro] to be referred forwards: What follows then (now to return 
to my exhortations) I say and asseverate, etc. — waptvpopar| 
does not signify obsecro, but I testify, 2.e. I asseverate, aver. See 
on Gal. v. 3. Since, however, there lies in this expression and 
in Aéyw the notion of exhortation and precept, there is no need 
of supplying deiv te the following infinitive. See Kühner, ad 
Xen. Mem. ii. 2.1; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 235 [E. T. 273]; 
also Heind. ad Plat. Prot. p. 346 B.— ev xvupio] not per 
Dominum (Theodoret: to naprupı yap dncı TO kupiw radra 
Aeyw, so already Chrysostom and most expositors, including 
Koppe, Flatt, Holzhausen), which would be pos kvpiov 
(comp. on Rom. ix. 1), and with paptvpowar would have to be 
denoted by Tov xvpsov (I call the Lord to witness, Plat. Phil. 
p. 12 B; Eur. Phoen. 629; Soph. Oed. Col. 817); but rather, 
as at Rom. ix. 1, 1 Thess. iv. 1: in the Lord, so that Paul 
expresses that not in respect of his own individuality does he 
speak and aver, but that Christ withal is the element, in which 
his thinking and willing moves,—through which, therefore, the 
Aéyo and paptup. has its distinctively Christian character. — 
unkeri] after that ye, from being Gentiles, have become Chris- 
tians. — Kaas Kal Ta Aoıma EOvn «.7.r.] The «ai has its 
reference in the former walk of the readers. These are no 
longer to have such a walk, as was, like their previous walk, 
that also of the other, «.e. the still unconverted (comp. il. 3; 
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1 Thess. iv. 13) Gentiles. —t& Xora] for the readers, 
although Christians, belonged nationally to the category of 
Gentiles. — Ev wataoTnte Tod voos aurwv] (not aur@v) is the 
subjective sphere, in which the walk of the other Gentiles takes 
place, namely, in nothingness (truthlessness) of their thinking 
and willing (vods), which, however, neither denotes, after the 
Hebrew ban, idol-worship (see, in opposition to this, Fritzsche, 
ad Rom. i. 21), nor is it to be referred, with Grotius, espe- 
cially to the philosophers (comp. 1 Cor. iii. 20), but is to be 
understood of the whole intellectual and moral character (comp. 
2 Pet. ii. 18) of heathenism, in which the rational and moral 
principle (the voös) is theoretically and practically estranged 
from the truth (ver. 18), and subject to error and the service 
of sin (ver. 19). We may add, that the watavorns is not an 
inborn one (Zanchius, Calovius, and others; comp. Calvin), but 
(Rom. vii. 7 ff.) one that has come to pass, although it has come 
to pass dVceı (ii. 3). Comp. Rom. i. 21, ii. 15. 

Ver. 18 exhibits the ground of the fact, that the Gentiles 
walk év pataitnte Tod voos aurwv, which ground is twofold 
according to the twofold power belonging to the voös, the 
intelligent and the practical. To the former écxoTtwpévor 
relates (see the critical remarks), to the latter awnAA. T. Swrjs 
tT. Ocod: since they are darkened (comp. Joseph. Antt. ix. 4. 3; 
the opposite: dwrifew tv Siudvoray, vill. 5. 3) in respect of 
their exercise of thinking and willing (8:avola, comp. Luke i. 51; 
Col. i. 21; 1 Pet. i. 13; 1 John v. 20); estranged from the 
life of God. — Eakor. ... övres is to be taken together (Clem. 
Al. Protrep. ix. p. 69, Potter; Theodoret, Bengel, Knapp, Lach- 
mann, Harless, de Wette), since, if övres arnAAorp. are joined 
(Beza and many, including Rückert, Meier, Matthies, Scholz), 
the logical and formal parallelism is disturbed, inasmuch as 
then &oxor. 7) Siavota would be merely predicate and övres 
amnAXorp. specifying the reason (subordinate to the former), 
and the emphatic prefixing of the two perfect participles, as 
brought into prominence by our punctuation, would go for 
nothing. And that the second clause does not specity the 
reason, why the darkening has come over the minds of the 
Gentiles (in opposition to Riickert), is clear from the following 
Sua Thy ayvotay K.T.\, Wherein, conversely, the ignorance 18 
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indicated as the cause of the estrangement from God. Rückert, 
moreover, thinks that, according to our punctuation, övres 
would stand before 7H Siavoia; but this is groundless, since 
Eakor. TH Ötavoia is conceived of together. Comp. Herod. i. 35: 
ov kadapos xeipas éwv, Xen. Ages. xi. 10: mpadtatos biAoıs 
av. — amnrdotp.| See on ii. 12, and, concerning the constructio 
Kata ovveow, Buttmann, newt. Gram. pp. 114, 242 [E. T. 281]. 
— ths bons tod Ocov] from the life of God, does not admit of any 
explanation, according to which {@) would be life-walk, which 
it never means in the N. T., not even in 2 Pet. i. 3.1 Hence 
not: the life pleasing to God (Michaelis, Zachariae, Koppe, 
Morus, and others; comp. Theodore, Theophylact, Grotius, and 
Flatt), but, as Luther aptly renders: “the life, which is from 
God.” The genitive is genitive originis (comp. Sicarocdvyn 
@cov, Rom. i. 17, and see Winer, p. 167 f. [E. T. 233]), and 
fm) is the counterpart of Oavaros, so that it is to be under- 
stood as: “ tota vita spiritualis, quae in hoc seculo per fidem et 
justitiam inchoatur et in futura beatitudine perficitur, quae 
tota peculiariter vita Dei est, quatenus a Deo per gratiam 
datur,” Estius. Comp. Calvin and Cajetanus. It is at all 
events the life of Christian regeneration, which is wrought by 
God in believers through the Spirit (Rom. viii. 2);” while 
the Gentiles are by their heathen nature alien to this divine 
life. This in opposition to Harless, who understands it as the 
estrangement from the life and light of the Aoyos in the world 
(John i. 5). Paul in fact is speaking of the Gentiles of that 
time (not of those who have lived in the time before Christ), in 
their contrast to the Christians (ver. 17) as persons who were 
partakers of divine hfe through the radıyyeveoia (comp. ii. 5 ; 
vom. vi. 4). Various elements are mixed up by Beza: | 
“vitam illam, qua Deus vivit in suis quamque praeeipit et 
approbat ;” and Olshausen : “the life, which God Himself is 
and has, and which pertains to the creature so long as it 
remains in fellowship with God.” — da tiv äyvoav . . 


! Especially instructive for the distinction of the notion Zur from that of life- 
walk, is Gal. v. 25. 

2 This divine making alive does not coincide with justification, but the latter 
is the actus judicialis of God that precedes the former. Comp. especially Rom. 
Vili. 10: Zur dice duxcsordrny. 
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kapdias avtay] on account of, etc.; the cause of this estrange- 
ment of the Gentiles from the divine life is the ignorance 
which is in them through hardening of heart, consequently 
due to their own fault. da 7. Top. 7. x. attaches itself to 
nv ovcay Ev avtots, and is consequently subordinated to the 
preceding dua T. Ayvorav T. oda. ev aur. Usually dia... dua 
are regarded as co-ordinate elements; and indeed, according 
to Harless and Olshausen, who are followed by de Wette, this 
twofold specification of reason has reference not merely to 
AamnAAorp. T. &. 7. ©., but also to Eskor. TH Svavoia Övres, in 
which case Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Schenkel 
(comp. Grotius and Bengel) assume that dca thy Ayvovav k.T.A. 
corresponds to Eoxor. «.r.A., and then dıa nv Tepwow K.T.A. 
to awnAAorp. T. € 7. ©. The ayvora, however, cannot be the 
cause, but only the consequence of éoxot. TH Savoia, since 
ayvo.a (used by Paul:only here, but ayvoetv occurs frequently) 
is not dulness of the higher faculty of cognition (Rickert), but 
nothing else than ignorance (Acts iii. 17, xvii. 30; 1 Pet. 
i. 14). The Gentiles were not darkened on account of their 
ignorance, seeing that in fact ignorance is not inaccessible to 
the light, as the example of all converted Gentiles shows; but 
their being estranged from the life of God was occasioned by 
their ignorance, and, indeed, by their ignorance for which they 
were to blame on account of hardening of heart. Accord- 
ingly, the commas after Ocod and avroıs are to be deleted. 
Meier is quite wrong in holding that the ignorant are the 
Gentiles, and the hardened the Jews, Paul speaks only of 
the Gentiles. — ryv otcav Ev avdtois] not: quae tis innata est, 
nor yet said in contrast to external occasions (Harless), which is 
not at all implied in the context, but: because Paul wished 
to annex the cause of the @yvora, he has not put da tH 
ayvotav avT@y, but, in order to procure the means of annexa- 
tion, has employed the participial expression paraphrasing the 
avT@v: THY odoav Ev avrois. This expression confirms the 
view that the second da is subordinate to the first. 

Ver. 19. The estrangement of the Gentiles from the divine 
life, indicated in ver. 18, is now more precisely proved in 
conformity with experience : otrıves, quippe qui, ete.: being 
such as, void of feeling, have given themselves over to lascivious- 
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jess. — amn\ynkores] avatcOnroe yevowevot, Hesychius. The 
“ verbum significantissimum” (Bengel), from adyetv and azo, 
is equivalent to dedolere, to cease to feel pain, then to be void 
of feeling, whether there be meant by it the apathy of intelli- 
gence, or the state of despair, or, as here, the moral indolence, 
in which one has ceased to feel reproaches of conscience,’ 
consequently the securitas carnalis ; see Wetstein, and also 
Matthaei, ed. min. in loc. The explanation having despaired 
(comp. Polyb. ix. 40. 4: admradyodvtes tats eAmicı) imports a 
special definition of the meaning without warrant from the 
context, but is found already in Syr. Arm. Vulg. It. Ambrosi- 
aster, and from it has arisen the reading arnArırores (DEF 
G have abnArır.), which probably already those vss. followed. 
— éavtovs] with deterrent emphasis. To bring into pro- 
minence what was done on the part of their own freedom, was 
here in accordance with the paraenetie aim. It is otherwise 
put at Rom. i. 24: mapeöwkev avtovs 6 eos. The two modes 
of regarding the matter are not contrary to one another, but 
go side by side (see on Rom. i. 24); and according to the 
respective aims and connection of the discourse, both have 
their warrant and their full truth. — 79 acedyela] personified. 
It is to be understood of sensual lasciviousness (comp. on 
Rom. xiii. 13; 2 Cor. xii. 21; Gal. v. 19), as, subsequently, 
aradapcias of sensual filthiness (comp. Rom. 1. 24; 2 Cor. 
xii. 21; Gal. v. 19), not of ethical wantonness and impurity 
generally (Harless, Matthies, Meier, and others), since the 
mxNeove&ia connected with it is likewise a special vice, as 
indeed, on the other hand (Rom. i. 24; comp. ver. 29 and 
Col. iii. 5), unchastity appears as the first and chief vice of 
the Gentiles. — eis Epyaciav adxafapoias macys] aim of this 
self-surrender to the aoeAyeıa (comp. Rom. vi. 19): for the 
prosecution of every uneleanness, in order to practise every sort 
of uncleanness. On épyacia, comp. LXX. Ex. xxvi. 1; 
2 Chron) xv; Tsrlsası Silla, Plath Prot. p. 353: D: ane 
ndovns Epyaciav, Eryx. p. 403 E: épyactas mpayuarwv 
koxOnpwv. Koppe takes it as trade (Acts xvi. 16, xix. 19, 


1 « Homines a Deo relicti sopita conscientia, extincto divini judicii timore, 
amisso denique sensu tanquam attoniti, belluino impetu se ad omnem turpitu- 
dinem projiciunt,” Calvin, 
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xxiv. 29). But could the trade of prostitution (Dem. 270. 
15, Reiske, and thereon Dissen, de Cor. p. 501) be thus 
generally predicated with truth of the Gentiles? This at the 
same time tells in opposition to the explanation followed by 
Grotius, Bengel, Stolz, Koppe, Flatt, and Meier, of the ev 
mAeove£ia that follows as quaestus ex impudicitia (on the thing 
itself, see Aristaen. i. 14). In fact, ev mAeove&ia adds to the 
vice of sensuality the other chief vice of the heathen, and 
signifies: with covetousness. The explanations: with unsatiable- 
ness (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Calvin, 
Estius, and others, including Matthies), or certatim (“ quasi 
agatur de lucro, ita ut alius alium superare contendat,” Beza), 
or with haughtiness (Holzhausen), or in gluttony (Harless’), 
are all of them at variance with linguistic usage, partly in 
general, partly of the N. T. in particular, in which mAeove£ia 
never means anything else than covetousness. Sensuality and 
covetousness are the two cardinal vices of the heathen, which 
are to be avoided by the Christians. See v. 3; 1 Cor. v. 
10.25 Col. 1. °5.. Comp. 2 Pet. 1-2, 11°44. 

Ver. 20. ‘Tyets dé] opposed to the unconverted Gentiles.—- 
ovy oUTws Euadere Tov Xpiotov] but ye have not in such 
manner (so that this instruction would have directed you to 
that Gentile conduct of life, ver. 17 ff.) learned Christ. Observe 
the /itotes in ovy obtws (quite otherwise, comp. Deut. xviii. 14). 
The proposal of Beza: “Quid si post odtws distinctionem 
adscribas ?” is, although adopted by Gataker and Colomesius, 
quite mistaken, since ver. 21 contains the confirmation not of 
the mere fact Euadere Tov Xpıoröv, but of the mode in which 
the readers have learned Christ, hence ovx oftws must neces- 
sarily belong to Euadere Tov Xpıorov. — 06 Xpıoros does not 
mean the doctrine of Christ or concerning Christ (so most 
expositors before Riickert; but see Bengel and Flatt), nor 
does pavOavey twa mean to learn to know any one, as it 
has usually in recent times been explained (by Riickert, 
Holzhausen, Meier, Matthies, Harless), wherefore Raphel 
wrongly appeals to Xen. Zellen. ii, 1. 1 (fa addAovs 

1 He is followed by Olshausen, who explains sAcovs¥ia of repletion with 


meat and drink, and terms this physical greed! According to classical usage, 
wAsovstia might mean superabundance, but not gluttony. 
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nadoıev omrocot eincav, comp. Herod. vii. 208, where it means 
to perceive); but Christ is the great collective object of the 
instruction which the readers have received (Gal. i. 16; 
1 Cor. i. 23; 2 Cor. i. 19; Phil. i. 15, al.), so that they have 
learned Christ. This special notion is required by the follow- 
ing eye... eöudayxd. 

Ver. 21. Eiye] tum certe si, as to which, however, there is 
no doubt (for Paul hunself had preached to them Christ, and 
instructed them in Christ), introduces, as in iil. 2, in a 
delicate way the confirmation of the ody obtws Enadere Tov 
Xpıorov: assuming, at least, that ye have heard him and have 
received instruction in him, as it is truth in Jesus, that ye lay 
aside, ete., that is: if, namely, the preaching, in which ye became 
aware of Christ, and the instruction, which was imparted to 
you as Christians, have been in accordance with the fact that true 
fellowship with Christ consists in your laying aside, etc. — aurov 
nkovoare] to be explained after the analogy of the éwaere 
Tov Xpiotov, ver. 20; but advo, like Ev aur@ subsequently, 
is prefixed with emphasis. — ev avr] is neither ab eo 
(Castalio, Gataker, Flatt), nor de eo (Piscator), nor per eum 
(Beza), nor “ «llius nomine, quod ad illum attinet” (Bengel) ; 
but it is to be explained from the conception ev Xpict@ 
eivaı: in Him, in the fellowship of Christ, that is, as Christians. 
Observe the progress of the discourse, which passes over from 
the first proclamation of the gospel (adtov nxovcate) to the 
further instruction which they have thereupon received as 
already converted to Christ (Ev avt@ Edidaxd.)— two elements, 
which were previously comprehended in euadere tov Xpıorov. — 
kadws] in the manner how, introduces the mode of the having 
heard and having been instructed, so that this »xovcate kai 
edubaxOnte Kalws x.7.r. corresponds to the previous ody 
oUTws eudbete Tov Xpıorov, affirmatively stating what ovy 
ovrws had indicated negatively. — éotw aAmdea ev To 
'Inood] Truth it is in Jesus, that ye lay aside, etc., in so far 
as without this laying aside of your old man there would be 
no true, but only an apparent fellowship with Jesus. — ev To 
‘Incod] Paul passes from the official name Xpıoros to the 
personal name ’Incoös, because he, after having previously 
recalled the preaching made to the Ephesians and instruction 
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concerning the Messiah, now brings into prominence the moral 
character of this preaching and instruction, and the moral life 
of true Christianity is contained in believing fellowship with 
the historical person of the Messiah, with Jesus (comp. 2 Cor. 
iv. 10 ff.: for “Christi ideam perfectissime et fulgidissime 
explevit Jesus,” Bengel), whose death has procured for believers 
their justification, and by virtue of their fellowship with Him 
the new life (Rom. vi. 2, 3), so that to be ev to “Incod with a 
retention of the old man, would be a contradietio in adjecto— 
would be untruth, and not aAndeıa Ev TO 'Incod. We may 
add that this transition, unforced also at i. 15, from Xpıoros 
to "Incods was not necessary ; for, had Paul again written ev 
7® Xpıcro, there would therewith, as before, have been pre- 
sented to the moral consciousness just the historical Christ 
Jesus. Comp. Gal. v. 24; Col. ii. 10f. The accusative 
with the infinitive drodeodaı vuds depends on éotiw aAndeıa 
ev r& Incod, so that it appears as subject of the sentence 
(Kühner, II. p. 347 f). Usually amodeodaı ünäs is made to 
depend on edıöaxÖnre, in which case kadws Eatıv aAndeıa Ev 
+® Inood is very differently explained. Either it is regarded 
as a parenthesis (Beza, Er. Schmid, Michaelis), as by Riickert, 
who takes xadws augmentatively, so that the sense is: “If ye 
are rightly instructed concerning Christ, ye have not so 
learned Him, for that would be false; with Him (there where 
Christ is, lives and rules) there is, in fact, only truth (moral, 
religious truth) to be met with.” Or kados éotw K.T.A. is 
attached to EdıöaxOnre, and then amodeodaı twas is taken as 
epexegesis of kadws éotw «.T.A., in which case aAndeıa in 
turn is differently explained." Or the connection is so con- 
ceived of, that a oürws is supplied before arodeadaı, in which 
case Jesus appears as model? So also Harless (followed by 
Olshausen), who, taking aA7Gea as moral truth (holiness), 


1 Camerarius, Raphel, Wolf: ‘‘ edocti estis ... quae sit vera disciplina 
Christi, nimirum ut deponatis.” Comp. Piscator: ‘‘quaenam sit vera ratio 
vivendi in Jesu tanquam in eapite ...nempe deponere.” Grotius: ‘‘si ita 
edocti estis evangelium, quomodo illud revera se habet;” so also Calixtus, 
Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Morus, and others. 

2 Jerome led the way with this explanation : ‘‘ quomodo est veritas in Jesu, 
sie erit et in vobis qui didieistis Christum.” Subsequently it was followed by 
Erasmus, Estius (‘‘sicut in Christo Jesu nulla est ignorantia, nullus error, 
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justifies tas from the comparison of Jesus with the readers 
(“as truth is in Jesus, so to lay aside on your part”), in 
which case "Incod, not Xpioro, is held to be used, because 
the man Jesus is set forth as pattern. Matthies likewise 
makes amoWécGa depend on édidaxyOnre, but ‘annexes Kabes 
K.T.\. aS More precise definition to ev aura: “in Him, as or 
in as far as the truth is in Jesus, as He is the truth.” So 
Castalio appears already to have taken it. But all these 
explanations break down in presence of the ünäs, which, if 
amodeodaı vas belonged to édvdayOnte, would be quite 
inappropriate. In particular, it may be further urged 
(a) in opposition to Rückert, that according to his explana- 
tion the parenthesis xaos éotw aAndeıa Ev tH “Inood 
must logically have had its place already after tov Xpıorov ; 
(>) in opposition to Harless, that the alleged comparison of 
Jesus with the readers is at variance with the order of the 
words, since Paul must have written: cafos ev ro 'Incod 
axndeıa Eorıv, twas amodeodaı; (c) in opposition to Matthies, 
that xadws «.7.X. does not stand beside €v avdré, and that 
aera must have had the article. De Wette explains it to 
this effect: In Jesus there is (as inherent quality, comp. 
John viii. 44) truth (especially in a practical respect), con- 
sequently there is implied in the instructions concerning Him 
the principle and the necessity of moral change. But even 
thus we may expect, instead of aro6. ünäs, merely the 
simple arodeodaı. Others have attached dmo0écOat ünas to 
ver. 17, as continuation of the pnxéte buds mepımareiv K.T.A. 
(Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, Zachariae ; not Wetstein, who at 
ver. 22 merely says “respieit comma 17”), in which case 
kabos éotw AAN. €v Td Inood is likewise differently under- 
stood." But after the new commencement of the discourse 
Uuels de ovy ovtws, ver. 21, this is simply arbitrary and 
forced. Credner takes a peculiar view (Zinl. IL. p. 398 £.): 
nihil injustum, sed pura veritas et justitia, sic et vos,” etc.), and others, 
including Storr, Flatt (‘‘as He Himself is holy ”), Holzhausen, Meier (aAa7éesa 
is Christian virtue, ‘‘that ye, as truth in Jesus is, should lay aside”), 

1 Bengel: ‘‘ita uti veritas (vera agnitio Dei veri) reapse est in Jesu; qui 
eredunt in Jesum, verant.” Zachariae: “For in what Jesus teaches to us is 


alone to be found the truth by the heathen... despised.” Both thus explain 
it, as if 2a%é. had the article. 
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“Ye have not thus learned to know the Messiah, provided 
that ye (as I am warranted in presupposing, for it is only to 
such that I write) have heard Him and have been instructed 
in Him, as He as truth (truly, really) is in Jesus” Thus Paul 
is held to distinguish his readers from such Gentiles as, won 
over to faith in the near advent of the world’s Redeemer, 
had reckoned themselves as Christians, but without believing 
in Jesus as that Redeemer. But of such Gentiles there is not 
found any trace in the N. T. (the disciples of John, Acts xix. 
1 ff., are as such to be reckoned among the Jews) ; besides, 
there would lack any attachment for the following arodeodaı 
jpas, and in using ad7Oea (instead of Ev aAm0. or adnOas) 
Paul would have expressed himself as enigmatically as possible. 
Lastly, Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 291), without reason, 
wishes to attach év te Incod not to xadws Eorıv aX0., but 
to what follows; the in itself quite general kaos Eorıv 
aXndeıa stood in need of being characterized definitely as 
Christian, not the aro@&odaı x.7.d., as to which it was already 
implied in the nature of the case and was self-evident. 

Ver. 22. ”Amodeodaı tpas} dependent on xadws éotw 
arndea Ev TS “Inood. See on ver. 21. What is truth in 
Jesus, Paul states, not in general (to lay aside, etc.), but indi- 
vidualizingly in relation to the readers; that ye lay aside.’ 
Michaelis and Flatt give the strangely erroneous rendering : 
to lay aside yourselves! In that case there would be wanting 
the main matter, the reflexive éavrovs; and how alien to the 
N. T. such a form of conceiving self-denial! Luther and 
others are also incorrect in rendering: Jay aside. It is not 
till ver. 25 that the direct summons comes in, and that in the 
usual form of the imperative, instead of which the infinitive 
(Winer, p. 282 f. [E. T. 397]), and with the aceusative buds in 
addition (Matthiae, p. 1267), would be inappropriate. The 
figurative expression of laying aside is borrowed from the 

1 Not: that ye have laid aside, as Hofmann wishes to take it, who explains 
as it Paul had written: &wofswivous tues... dvarvsodobas ra avevmari.. . tydu- 
capivovs x.¢.a. Starting from the aorist infinitive thus taken at variance with 
linguistic usage (comp. on Rom, xv. 9; 2 Cor. vi. 1), Hofmann has incorrectly 
understood the whole passage. According to his interpretation, the perfect 


infinitive must have been used. The Vulgate already has correctly not deposu- 
isse, but deponere. 
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putting off clothing (comp. évdvcac@at, ver. 24), and in current 
use, as with Paul (Rom. xiii. 12, 14; Col. ii. 8 ff; Gal. 
iii. 27), so also with Greek writers (see Wetstein in loc.) ; 
hence there was the less reason for forcing on the context 
any more special reference, such as to the custom (at any rate, 
certainly later) of changing clothes at baptism (so Grotius). — 
KaTa Tnv TpoTépay avaorpodnv] is not to be explained, as if 
the words stood: tov max. avOp. Tov Kata THY Trporepav 
avaotp. (Jerome, Oecumenius, Vorstius, Grotius, Raphel, 
Estius, Semler, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and others), but: that ye 
lay aside in respect of your former life-walk the old man, so 
that it expresses, in what respect, in reference to what the 
laying aside of the old man is spoken of. “ Declarat vim 
verbi relationem habentis deponere,’ Bengel. The Pauline 
man. avOp., ideally conceived of, is not injuriously affected, as 
de Wette thinks, in its internal truth by this recalling of the 
pre-Christian walk (as if the author had conceived of it 
empirically). The mpotépa avaorp., in fact, concerns the 
whole moral nature of man before his conversion, and the 
amode&odaı Tov Tar. avOp. affirms that the converted man is 
to retain nothing of his pre-Christian moral personality, but, 
as concerns the pre-Christian conduct of life, is utterly to do 
away with the old ethical individuality and to become the 
new man. Such a contrast, however, as Cornelius a Lapide 
(comp. Anselm) found: “non quoad naturam et substantiam,” 
would be in itself singular and foreign to the context. — As 
to avaorpodn, see on Gal. i. 13.— Tov maXaıov ävdp.] The 
pre-Christian moral frame’ is represented as a person. See 
on Rom. vi. 6.— Tov POetpomevoy x.7.r.] an attribute of the 
old man serving as a motive for that amod&odaı K.T.A.: 
which is being destroyed according to the lusts of deception. 
POerpopevov is not to be explained of putrefaction (Michaelis), 
seeing that 0 raAaıös avOp. is not equivalent to Td cpa, nor 
yet of inward moral corruption (Koppe, Flatt, Holzhausen, 
Meier, Harless, and older expositors), or self - corruption 
(Schenkel), seeing that the moral corruption of the old man 
1 Not original sin (as Calovius and others would have it), which, in fact, 


cannot be laid aside, but the moral habitus, such as it is in the unregenerate man 
under the dominion of the sin-principle. Comp. Rom, vii. 7 ff. ; Eph. ü. 1 ff 
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is obvious of itself and is already present, not merely coming 
into existence (present participle, which is not to be taken, 
with Bengel, as imperfect), but of eternal destruction (Gal. 
vi. 8), in which case the present participle: which goes to ruin 
(comp. on 1 Cor. i. 18), is to be taken either of the certain 
future realized as present, or of the destruction in the course 
of development (so Grotius: “ qui tendit ad exitium”). The 
latter appears more appropriate to the contrast of tov cata 
Ocov Krıodkvra, ver. 24.— Kata Tas emidvnias THs amarns] 
THs amarns is genitive subject, and 1) amarn is personified 
(comp. Hesiod. 7’heog. 224). Hence: in accordance with the 
lusts of deception, with which it has had designs on the cor- 
ruption of the old man. What amarn is meant, cannot be 
doubtful according to the context, and according to the doc- 
trine of the apostle as to the principle of sin in man, namely, 
the power of sin deceiving man (Rom. vii. 11). Comp. Heb. iii. 
13,also 2 Cor. xi. 3. The adjectival resolution into eupiditates 
seducentes (Grotius), followed by many, is in itself arbitrary and 
not in keeping with the contrast in ver. 24 (rhs aAndelas). 
Ver. 23. Positive side of that which is truth in Jesus: that 
ye, on the other hand, become renewed in the spirit of your reason. 
— avaveovobat] passive, not middle (renew yourselves, Luther), 
since the middle has an active sense (1 Mace. xii. 1; Thue. 
v. 18, 43; Polyb. vi. 3. 1, and often). The renewal is God’s 
work through the Holy Spirit (Rom. viii. 1 f.; Tit. iii. 5), and 
without it one is no true Christian (Rom. vill. 9; Gal. v. 15), 
consequently there can be no mention of axndeıa Ev TO 
*Inood. Respecting the distinction between dvavedw (only 
here in the N. T.) and avaraıvow, recentare and renovare, as 
also respecting ava, which does not refer to the restitution 
of human nature, as it was before the fall, but denotes the 
recentare in reference to the previous (corrupt) state, see on 
Col. iii. 10.— T& mveiuarı Tod voos tuov] The genitive is at 
any rate that of the subject; for instead of simply saying r® 
mvevpate vuov,' Paul makes use of the more precise designation 
in the text. But the r& wvevmate may be either instrumental 
1 He might have written, as in Rom. xii. 2, merely ra vor duav; but his con- 


ception here penetrates deeper, namely, to the fountainhead of the vital activity 
of the vous, to the inner agent and mover in that activity. 
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or dative of reference. In the former case, however, we should, 
with Oecumenius, Castalio, and others, including Ch. F. 
Fritzsche in his Nov. Opusc. p. 244 f., and Fritzsche, ad Rom. 
II. p. 28, have to understand the Holy Spirit, who has His 
seat in the vods of the man on whom He is bestowed, and 
through whom (dative) the avaxaivwots Tod voos, Rom. xii. 2, 
is effected, so that now the old patasorns of the vods (iv. 17) 
no longer occurs, and the «awvorns, which, on the other hand, 
has set in (Rom. vi. 4), is a xawvorns Tod mvevpatos. Comp. 
Tit. iii. 5. But, in opposition to this view, we may urge, first, 
that the Holy Spirit bestowed on man is never in the N. T. 
designated in such a way that man appears as the subject of 
the Spirit (thus never: To mvevwa üuov and the like, or as 
here: TO mveiua Tov voos buwv); and secondly, that it was the 
object of the apostle to put forward the aspect of the moral 
self-activity of the Christian life, and hence he had no occa- 
sion expressly to introduce the point, which, moreover, was 
obvious of itself: through the Holy Spirit. Accordingly, there 
remains as the right explanation only the usual one (dative of 
reference), according to which the veöpa is the human spirit, 
different from the divine (Rom. vill. 16). Consequently: i 
respect of the spirit of your vovs, that is, of the spirit by which 
your vols is governed. The veüua, namely, is the higher 
life-principle in man, the moral power akin to God in him, the 
seat of moral self-consciousness and of moral self-determina- 
tion. This veda, which forms the moral personality of man, 
the Ego of his higher 7 turned towards God, has as the 
organ of its vital exercise—as the faculty of its moral opera- 
tion—the voids, that is, the reason in its ethical quality and 
activity (comp. on Rom. vii. 23), and puts the vovs' at the 
service of the divine will (Rom. vii. 25), in an assent to the 
moral practice of this divine will revealed in the law and a 
hatred of the contrary (Rom. vii. 14 ff.). But, since this Ego 
of the higher life, the substratum of the inward man—the 
mvet a, in which the vods has its support and its determining 
agent—is under the preponderant strength of the power of sin 

1 Bengel excellently puts it: ‘‘Spiritu mentis: 1 Cor. xiv. 14, Spiritus est 


intimum mentis.” Delitzsch consequently errs (Psychol. p. 184) in thinking 
that expositors have here neglected to seek instruction from 1 Cor. xiv, 14. 
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in the flesh non-free, bound, and weak, so that man under the 
fleshly-psychical influence of the natural character drawing 
him to sin becomes liable to the slavery of immoral habit, the 
mvedua Tov voos needed renewal unto moral freedom and might, 
which consecration of power it receives in regeneration by 
means of the Holy Spirit, in which case, however, even the 
regenerate has always to contend against the odp€ still remain- 
ing in him, but contends victoriously under the guidance of 
the divine rvedpa (Gal. v. 16-18). 

Ver. 24. Observe the change of tenses. The laying aside of 
the old man is the negative commencement of the change, and 
hence is represented as a momentary act; the becoming renewed 
is an enduring process, the finishing act of which is the putting 
on of the new man, correlative to the amwodeodaı. Hence 
atrobéc@at, aorist ; avaveovodaı, present ; Evövcacdaı, aorist. — 
Tov kawov av@pwrov| As previously the old immoral state 
is objectivized, and objectivized indeed as a person, so is it 
also here with the new Christian moral state. Thus this 
new habitus appears as the new man, which God has created 
(xtio@evra), but man appropriates for himself (évdvcac@at), 
so that thus moral freedom is not annulled by God’s ethical 
creative action. — «rıodevra] not present, but the new moral 
habitus of the Christian is set forth as the person created by 
God, which in the individual cases 7s not first constituted by 
growth, but is received, and then exhibits itself experimentally 
in the case of those who, according to the figurative expression 
of the passage, have put it on. — cata ©eöv] Comp. Col. iii. 10; 
not merely divinely, and that in contrast to human propaga- 
tion (Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 289), but: according to God, 
ie. ad exemplum Dei (Gal. iv. 28). Thereby the creation of 
the new man is placed upon a parallel with that of our first 
parents (Gen. i. 27), who were created after God’s image (kar’ 
eikova Tod KTicavTos, Col. iii. 10); they, too, until through 
Adam sin came into existence, were as sinless &v dsxatoovvyn 
Kal davoTynte Ths adnGelas.' — Ev Sixavocvvy x.7.r.] belongs to 
Tov Kata Oecov xrıodevra, expressing the constitution of the 

1 Comp. Ernesti, Ursprung der Sünde, II. p. 135 ff., in opposition to Julius 


Müller, II. p. 487, who calls in question the identity of contents between the 
xar& boy and the original divine image. 
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or 
ser 


new man created after God; furnished, provided with rectitude 
and holiness of the truth (on Ev, see Matthiae, p. 1340). The 
truth is the opposite of the awarn, ver. 22, and like this 
personified. As in the old man the ’Ararn pursues its work, 
so in the new man the "AAndera, i.e. the Truth car’ e£oyxyv, 
the divine evangelical truth, bears sway, and the moral effects 
of the truth, righteousness and holiness, appear here, where 
the truth is personified, as its attributes, which now show 
themselves in the new man who has been created. The 
resolving it into an adjective: true, not merely apparent, 
righteousness and holiness (Chrysostom, Luther, Castalio, 
Beza, Calvin, Grotius, and most expositors), is arbitrary and 
tame. And to take Ev «instrumentally (Morus, Flatt) is 
erroneous, for the reason that righteousness and holiness 
form the ethical result of the creation of the new man; hence 
Beza, Koppe, and others thought that ev must be taken for 
eis. Stkacocvyvn and oatorns (comp. Luke i. 75; 1 Thess. ii. 
10; Tit.i. 8) are distinguished so, that the latter places recti- 
tude in itself (S:catocvvn), in relation to God (sanctitas); TO wev 
Tots Beois rpoodıres dovov, Plat. Huth. p. 6 E. See Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 25, and the passages in Wetstein. With special 
frequency the two notions are associated in Plato. 

Ver. 25. On the ground of what was previously said (6:0), 
as application of éotw armdeıa Ev TO "Inood atobécbar 
vpas «.r.\. on to ver. 24, there now follow various special 
(not systematically arranged) exhortations as far as ver. 32. 
— That the encouragement to lay aside lying and to speak the 
truth stands at the head, appears to be occasioned simply by 
the last uttered r7s adnOelas; and the figurative form of the 
precept (amodeuevo.) is an echo from what precedes. It is 
possible also, however, that the prohibitions of lying, wrath, 
stealing, as they are here given, had their concrete occasion 
with which we are not acquainted. The reasons which 
Zanchius, e.g., has discovered, are arbitrary. And Grotius 
says incorrectly: “Hoc adversus eos dicit, qui, ut gratias 
captarent aut Judaeorum aut gentium, alia dicebant, quam 
sentirent.” The subsequent örı éopev AAAYA. EAN shows, in 
fact, that Paul has thought merely of the relation of fellow- 
ship of Christians one with another, and has meant peta 
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tov mAnclov avtod of the fellow-Christian, not of the fellow- 
man generally (Jerome, Estius, Grotius, Michaelis, and 
others). — Aadeire . . . avTodD is a reminiscence from Zech. 
viii, 16.— örı Eouev «.7..] Motive (reminding them of 
vv. 12-16). Members one of another, and to lie one to 
another, how contradictory! Reciprocal membership is, in 
fact, a connection so intimate and vital, subsisting in constant 
mutual furtherance and rendering of service! “est enim mon- 
strum, si membra inter se non consentiant, imo si fraudu- 
lenter inter se agant,’ Calvin. Chrysostom shows at great 
lensth how the several members of the real body do not 
deceive one another, and Michaelis repeats it; but Paul says 
nothing of this. — aA. péAN] members of each other, 
mutually the one of the other. The same conception is met 
with Rom. xii. 5, and is not inaccurate (Rückert), since, 
indeed, in the body of Christ, even as in the physical body, 
no member exists for itself, but each belonging to each, in 
mutual union with the other members, 1 Cor. xu. 15 ff. 

Vv. 26, 27. See Zyro in the Stud. uw. Krit. 1841, p. 681 ff. 
— opyifecbe Kal um ünapravere] a precept expressed literally 
after the LXX. Ps. iv. 5, as to which it must be left unde- 
termined whether Paul understood the original text! as the 
LXX. did, or chose this form only in recollection of the 
LXX., without attending to the original text. To the right 
understanding of the sense (which Paul would have expressed 
by opyıdonevor un duapravere, or something similar, if that 
definite form of expression in the LXX. had not presented 
itself to him) the observation of Bengel guides us: “ Saepe 
vis modi cadit super partem duntaxat sermonis, Jer. x. 24” 
(comp. also Isa. xii. 1; Matt. xi. 25; and see Buttmann, 
neut. Gr. p. 249 f. [E. T. 290]). Here, namely, the vis modi 
lies upon the second imperative (comp. passages like John 
i. 47, vii. 52): be angry and sin not, 1.e. in anger do not fall 
into transgression; so that Paul forbids the combination of 


(Ewald), with which David en, con his enemies to tremble on account of 
their iniquities towards him, the favourite of God, and not further to sin. 
Comp. also Hupfeld in loc. Yet other recent scholars, including Hitzig, have 
translated, in harmony with the LXX.: Be angry, but offend not. 
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the auapraveıv with the opy(fec@ar. Comp. Matthies: 
“In the being angry let it not come to sin;” Harless: “ Be 
angry in the right way, without your sinning.”* Paul, there- 
fore, does not forbid the opyigeodaı in itself, and could not 
forbid it, because there is (see Wuttke, Sitten. IL. $ 243) a 
holy anger, which is “calcar virtutis” (Seneca, de ira, iii. 3), 
as there is also a divine anger; the opyiteodaı kal anapra- 
veıv, however, is not to take place, but, on the contrary, 
the öpyiteoda: is to be without sin, consequently an opyifer at 
Kal un dnapraveıv. As regards the substantial sense, the 
same result is brought out with the wswal explanation, but it 
is usually believed (and already in the Constitutt. Apost. 
il, 53. 2, the passage of the Psalm is so taken) that the 
imperative may be resolved conditionaliter in accordance with 
Hebrew usage: if ye are angry, do not sin (Isa. vii. 9 f.; 
Amos v. 4, 6, al.). So also Koppe, Flatt, Rückert, Holzhausen, 
Meier, Olshausen, Zyro, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleek. But the 
combination of two imperatives connected by and, like: do this, 
and live, Gen. xlii. 18, comp. Isa. viii. 9, and similar passages, 
—a combination, moreover, which is not a Hebraism, but a 
general idiom of language (comp. divide et impera),—is not 
at all in point here, because it would lead to the in this case 
absurd analysis: “if ye are angry, ye shall not sin.” Winer, 
p..279 [E. T. 391 f.], allows the taking of the first imperative 
in a permissive sense ; comp. Krüger, § 54, 4. 2. In this way 
we should obtain as result: “de angry (I cannot hinder it), 
but only do not sin.” So also de Wette. No doubt a per- 
mission of anger, because subsequently cal un änapr. follows, 
would not be in conflict with ver. 31, where manifestly all 
hostile anger is forbidden; but the mere «ai is only logically 
correct when both imperatives are thought of in the same 
sense, not the former as permitting and the latter as 
enjoining, in which case the combination becomes eaceptive 
(“only, however”), which would be expressed by a\Ad, Av, 

1 When, however, Harless would assign to our passage a place ‘‘not under 
the head of anger, but under that of placability,” he overlooks the fact that in 
anger one may commit sin otherwise than by implacability; and that the 
following 6 #Ass x.r.r. brings into prominence only a single precept falling 


under the un äuapr. 
2 That this, however, is not meant in ver. 31, see on that verse. 
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or povov.' Beza, Piscator, Grotius, and others take opyit. 
interrogatively: “trascimini? et ne peceate,” Against this we 
cannot urge—the objection usually taken since the time of 
Wolf—the «ai, which often in rapid emotion strikes in with 
some summons (Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 148); but we may 
urge the fact that Paul reproduces a passage of the LXX. 
(which, it is true, is quite arbitrarily denied by Beza and 
Koppe) in which dpyif. is imperative, and that such an 
abrupt and impassioned question and answer would not be in 
keeping with the whole calm and sober tone of the discourse. 
— pn dpapravere] forbids every kind of sinning, to which anger 
may lead. Zyro, after Neander, would limit it to the hostile 
relation towards others, which, however, is purely a supplied 
thought (eis tov TAnalov, or the like). — 6 #ruos . . . SuaBoro | 
not included as belonging to the words of the Psalm, states 
in what way the given precept is to be carried out; namely, 
(1) the irritation must be laid aside on the same day, and 
(2) no scope may therein be given to the devil. — 0 dos un 
eriöverw KT...) Comp. Deut. xxiv. 13, 15; Jer. xv. 9; 
Philo, de Legg. Spec. I. p. 324. On the citation of these 
words in Polye. Phil. 12, see Introd. § 3. The émedvéra is 
to be taken: go down over your irritation. Comp. also Hom. 
Tl. ii. 413, and Faesi in loc. (Nägelsbach in loc. takes another 
view). That the night is here conceived of as the nurse of 
wrath (Fathers in Suicer, I. p. 1323; Bengel, and others), or 
that the eventide of prayer is thought of (Baumgarten), is 
arbitrarily assumed. Jerome and Augustine interpreted it 
even of Christ, the Sun of Righteousness, and Lombard of the 
sun of reason! The meaning of these words, to be taken 
quite literally (comp. the custom of the Pythagoreans: elwore 
mpoaxbeiev eis Nowoplas Um opyns, mplv } Tov HALov Svvat 
tas deEvas ewBaddovtes AAANA0ıs Kal domacapevor ÖLeAVovTo, 
Plut. de am. frat. p. 488 B), is no other than: before evening 
let your irritation be over, by which the very speedy, wndelayed 

1 This is no ‘‘ philological theorizing,” but is based on logical necessity. No 
instance can be adduced in which, of two imperatives coupled by xei, the 
former is to be taken as concessive and the second as preceptive, in contrast to 
the former. To refer to Jer. x. 24 as a parallel, as Winer does, is erroneous, 


for the very reason that in that passage-—which, however, in general is very 
different from ours— Av, not xai, is used, 


CHAP. IV. 26, 27. 255 


abandoning of anger is concretely represented. — rapopyıouos 
is the arousing of wrath, exacerbatio, from which opyy, as a 
lasting mood, is different. Comp. LXX. 1 Kings xv. 30, al. 
In the Greek writers the word does not occur. We may add 
that Zanchius and Holzhausen are mistaken in holding the 
mapa in the word to indicate unrighteous irritation. See, on 
the other hand, eg. Rom. x. 19; Ezek. xxxii. 9. It denotes 
the excitement brought upon us.— ymöe] nor yet, for the annexa- 
tion of a new clause falling to be added. See Hartung, 
Partikell. I. p. 210. The Recepta pyre would so place the 
two prohibitions side by side, that they ought properly to be 
connected by neither .. nor (ute... wyte), but that Paul 
had not yet thought of this in the first clause, but had 
written the simple a7, and had only at the second clause 
changed the conception into such a form as if he had 
previously written ante (comp. our: not... nor). This 
usage is met with (in opposition to Elmsley) also in classical 
writers, although more rarely (see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 709; 
Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 8. 3, p. 303, Lips.; Maetzn. 
ad Antiph. p. 195 f.), but not elsewhere in Paul, and hence is 


not probable here. — diéoTe romov] i.e. give scope, opportunity 
for being active. See on Rom. xii. 19.— r@ dcaBoro] to 


the devil ; for he is denoted by dvaPoros in all passages of the 
N. T., where it is not an adjective (1 Tim. iii. 11, 12; 2 Tim. 
iii. 3; Tit. ii. 3), even in 1 Tim. iii. 6; John vi. 70. Hence 
Erasmus (not in the Paraphr.), Luther, Erasmus Schmid, 
Michaelis, Zachariae, Morus, Stolz, Flatt, and others (Koppe 
- is undecided) are in error in holding that diaßoXos is here 
equivalent to calumniator ; in which view Erasmus thought 
of the heathen slandering the Christians, to whom they were 
to furnish no material; and most expositors thought of the 
tale - bearers nursing disputes, to whom they were not to 
lend an ear. In an irritated frame of mind passion easily 
gains the ascendancy over sobriety and watchfulness, and that 
- physical condition is favourable to the devil for his work of 
seducing into everything that is opposed to God. Comp. 
%.Pet. v.85 2, Cor i UF: .Eph. vi. 11, ff. - Harless\ refers 
the danger on the part of the devil to the corruption of the 
church - life (comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.), the fellowship of. 
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which, in the absence of placability, is rent by the devil. 
But this, as not implied in the context, must have been said 
by an addition (Ev 7H ExkAneia, or the like, after Torov). — 
The name d:4ßoXos does not occur elsewhere in the undoubtedly 
genuine Epistles of the apostle; but this, considering the 
equally general currency of the two names devil and Satan, 
may be accidental. Comp. also Acts xiii, 10. We may add 
that the citation of the Clementines (Hom. xix. 2): a Sore 
mpopaci TS movnp@, has nothing to do with our passage (in 
opposition to Schwegler, lc. p. 394 f.). 

Ver. 28. The stealer is no more to steal. The present parti- 
ciple does not stand pro praeterito (Luther, Erasmus, Grotius, 
and most of the older expositors, following the Vulgate), but : 
he who occupies himself with stealing. The right view is already 
taken by Zanchius; see also Winer, p. 316 [E.T. 444]. As 
there were in the apostolic church fornicators (1 Cor. v. 1), so 
were there also stealers,' and the attempts to tone down the 
notion are just as arbitrary as they are superfluous.” The ques- 
tion why Paul does not mention restitution (Luke xix. 8; Ex. 
xxii; Lev. vi.; Isa. lviii. 6; Ezek. xxxiii. 15; Plato, Legg. ix. 
p. 864D £.) is not, with Estius, to be answered to the effect, 
that it is contained in pyxéte kAenrerw;” but to the effect, 
that Paul’s design was not to give any complete instruction on 
the point of stealing, but only to inculcate the prohibition of 
the same and the obligation of the opposite (which, moreover, 
has restitution for its self-evident moral presupposition). 
The whole exhortation in this form has, indeed, been regarded 
as inappropriate, because not in keeping with the apostolic 
strictness (see de Wette), but we have to observe, on the other 


1 In connection with which the appeal to the permission of stealing among 
various heathen nations, as among the Egyptians and Lacedaemonians (see Wolf, 
Cur.; Müller, Dorier, II. p. 310 f.), is entirely unsuitable in an apostolic epistle 
with its high moral earnestness. Against such a prejudice Paul would have 
written otherwise. 

2 See, e.g., Jerome: ““furtum nominans omne, quod alterius damno quaeri- 
tur.” He approves, moreover, the interpreting it of the furtum spirituale of the » 
false prophets. Estius: ‘‘generaliter positum videtur pro Jraudare, subtra- 
here, ete.” Comp. Calvin and many, as also still Holzhausen. 

3 «Nam qui non restituit cum possit, is adhuc in furto . . . perseverat.” This 
is in itself true, but no reader could light upon such a pregnant meaning of the 
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hand, that Paul elsewhere too contents himself with simple 
prohibitions and commands (see e.g. Rom. xii. 13 f.), and that 
the apostolic strictness follows in the sequel (v. 5). — wadrov 
dé] rather on the other hand, imo vero, enhancing in a corrective 
sense the merely negative wyxére kAXewT. See on Gal. iv. 9. — 
KOomiaT® K.T.A.] let him labour, in that he works with his hands 
that which is good; in that, by the activity of his hands (in- 
stead of his thievish practices), he brings about that which 
belongs to the category of the morally good. DBengel well 
says: “ro ayadov antitheton ad furtum prius manu piceata 
male commissum.” — iva éyy «.T.X.] The view of Schoettgen, 
that this apples to the Jewish opinion of the allowableness of 
theft serving for the support of the poor (Jalk. Rubeni, f. 110, 4 ; 
Vajikra rabba, f. 147, 1), is indeed repeated by Koppe (comp. 
Stolz) and Holzhausen, but is—considering the general nature 
of the 6 KAémt. unkerı KAerr., addressed, moreover, to readers 
mostly Gentile-Christian—not expressed in the words, which 
rather quite simply oppose to the forbidden taking the giving 
according to duty. — T@ xpeiav Exovrı] to the one having need, 
namely, that there may be imparted to him. Comp. 1 Cor. 
31024 ; Mark 1.25%; 1) John iti; 173 Plat. Leggs vis p. 1830; 
xii. p. 965 B. 

Ver. 29. After the three definite exhortations, vv. 25, 26, 28, 
now follow more general and comprehensive ones. — [as 
Aöyos ... 4m €xtrop.| The negation is not to be separated from 
the verb. With regard to every evil discourse, it is enjoined 
that it shall not go forth, etc. See Fritzsche, Diss. II. in 
2 Cor. p. 24 ff.— campos] corrupt; in the ethical sense: 
worthless (6 wn tiv idiav xpelav mAmpot, Chrysostom), pravus ; 
opposite: ayabos mpos oikodoumv THs xpelas. See, in general, 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 377 £.; Kypke, II. p. 297 £— am ef 
Tis ayabos mpos oik. T. xp.] but if there is any (discourse) 
good for the edification of the need, sc., let it proceed from your 
mouth. On ayadös with eis, mpds (Plat. Rep. vii. p. 522 A, 
and Stallbaum in loc.), or infinitive, denoting aptitude or 
serviceableness for anything, see Kypke, II. p. 298. — zpos 
oikodoumv Ths xpelas does not stand by hypallage for eis 
xpelav THs oixodouAs (Beza), but THs xpeias is genitive oljecti ; 
it is the need just present, upon which the edifying (Christianly 
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helpful) influence of the discourse is to act. Rückert and 
Olshausen take 1) ypela for of xpeiav Exovres. Arbitrarily and 
to the disturbance of the sense, since in fact every one has 
need of edification, consequently THs xpeias would convey 
nothing at all characteristic, no modal definition of ayadös 
mpos oikodopn. — iva 8@ ydpw Tots akovovot] aim of the 
ERTTOP. €k T. oT. vp., previously conceived as supplied: in 
order that it (this discourse) may bestow grace, i.e. benefit, on 
the hearers, may bring blessing for them. Opposite of such 
discourses: 2 Tim. ii. 14. Theodoret (va davn dekrös Tois 
ar.), Luther, Calovius, Raphel, Kypke, Zachariae, Michaelis, 
Koppe, Rosenmüller, and others, including Rückert, Meier, 
Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius : in order that it may aford 
pleasure, be agreeable, to the hearers. Comp. also Chrysostom, 
who compares the discourse to a fragrant ointment. But, apart 
from the fact that discourses, which are good mpos oixodopny 
THs xpelas, cannot always be agreeable (1 Cor. vii. 8 ff.), this 
interpretation is opposed to linguistic usage, according to which 
xapıv did@me always signifies gratificart, to confer a kindness, to 
show a service of love, or the like (Jas. iv. 6; 1 Pet. v. 5; 
Ex. tii. 21; Ps. lxxxiv. 12 [11]; Tob.i. 13; Soph. 47. 13383 
Plat. Legg. iii. p. 702 C; also in the passages adduced by 
Wetstein and Kypke). 

Ver. 30. Connected by xal with what precedes; hence not, 
with Lachmann and Tischendorf, to be separated by a full 
stop from ver. 29, by which there would result an exhortation 
too indefinite in the connection. — And grieve not (which 
would take place by means of Aöyoı carpol) the Holy Spirit 
of God. Evil discourses are so opposed to the holy nature 
and aim of the Divine Spirit, who dwells in the Christians, 
that He cannot fail to be grieved thereat. Comp. Hermas, 
ii. 10. 3, as also ii. 3: un ONiße TO mveüna äyıov TO Ev cob 
KAaTOLKODY, paytoTe Evrevenraı TO Oc@ Kal amooTn amo cod. 
An anthropopathie conception of the consciousness, with 
which the Spirit of God is holily affected, of the incongruity of 
human action with His holiness; but how truly and touch- 
ingly in keeping with the idea of the Jove of God, which bears 
sway in His Spirit (Rom. v. 5)! Zhe man becomes conscious 
of this grieving of the divine wvedua, when he, who has 
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become through the atonement and sanctification the dwelling- 
place of the Spirit, no longer receives from this Spirit the 
testimony that he is the child of God (Rom. vii. 16). The 
chosen expression, “the Holy Spirit of God,’ renders the 
enormity of such action most palpable. An allusion, we may 
add, to Isa. lxiii. 10 is not to be assumed, since in that 
passage the mapo£vveıv of the Spirit is characteristic. — év 
© éodpay. eis nuepav atrodvtp.| furnishes motive for the 
exhortation: for if ye have received so great a benefit through 
the Holy Spirit, how wrong (ungrateful) is it when you 
grieve Him! Harless, following older expositors, finds the 
possibility of losing the seal here hinted at. But to this py) 
Avrreite points less naturally than un mapo£üvere (Isa. lxiii. 10) 
would point to it. — éog¢pay.] quite as at i. 13. — eis nuep. 
amoAvrp.] for the day of redemption; when at the Parousia 
the certainty of the deliverance unto salvation, indicated by 
eobpay., becomes reality. As to amoAürpwaıs, comp. on 
1,14; Luke xxi. 28; also Rom. viii. 23. 

Vv. 31, 32. IIıkpia] Bitterness, i.e. fretting spitefulness, Acts 
vil. 23; Jas. ii. 14. See Wetstein, ad Rom. ui. 14 ; Loesner, 
Obss. p. 344 f.; Wyttenbach, ad Plut. Mor. VI. p. 1033. — As to 
the distinction between Oupos (ebullition of anger) and dpy7, see 
on Rom. ii. 8; Gal. v. 20. The context shows, we may add, 
that here loveless and hostile anger is meant: hence there is 
no inconsistency with ver. 26.— xpavyn] clamour, in which 
hostile passion breaks out, Acts xxiii. 9.'— Bracdnula] not: 
“ verba, quae Dei honorem .. . laedunt,’ Grotius; but, in 
accordance with the context, evil-speaking against the brethren, 
comp. Col. iii. 8; 1 Tim. vi. 4; Matt. xii, 31, xv. 19.— 
kakla] is here not badness in general, vitiositas (Cie. T’use. iv. 
15. 34), but, in harmony with the connection, the special 
spite, malice, Rom. i. 29; Col. iii. 8. This is the leaven of 
the mırpia x.7.X. — yiveode] not be, but become, in keeping with 
the ap@yTw ad’ tuav.— ypnotot] kind, Col. iii. 12. See 
Tittmann, Synon. pp. 140, 195. The conjecture that the word 
contains an allusion to the name Christians (Olshausen), is an 
arbitrary fancy.— evdomdayxvot| compassionate. Comp. Manass. 
6; 1 Pet. iii. 8, and the passages from the Test. XII. Patr. 


1 Chrysostom calls the xpavy% the steed of anger, 
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in Kypke. — yapifopevor] forgiving, 2 Cor. ii. 7,10, xii. 13. 
The explanation donantes (Vulgate), largientes (Erasmus), is not 
in keeping with the context. — éavrots] equivalent to d\Arjroxs. 
See on Col. iii. 12. — Kaas kal 0 Oeds «.r.A.] Motive to the 
xapıd. Eavr., from their own experience of the archetypal con- 
duct of God. Matt. vi. 14, xviii. 21 ff—év Xpioro] in 
Christ, in whose self-surrender to the death of atonement the 
act of the divine forgiveness was accomplished, i. 6£.; 2 Cor. 
v. 19. 


CHAP. V. 263 


CHAPTER.V 


VER. 2. twas... nuow] Tisch.: duds... iua. But the witnesses 
for this are of unequal value and not strong enough, specially 
as the pronoun of the second person naturally presented itself 
from the context. — Ver. 4. zus aioxp. zai] A D* E* F G, min. 
Sahid. Vulg. It. and Fathers of some importance: 7 wioxp. 7. 
Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Riick., and rightly 
so; the Recepta appears to be an old alteration in accordance 
with ver. 3, where also it is only at the third vice that 7 comes 
in. &* has za) aioyp. 7, as also Syr. p.— ra odu dvazovra] A BR, 
31, 67, 73, Clem. Antioch. Ephr. Cyr.: & 00x dvjxe. So Lachm. 
and Rück. ; commended also by Griesb. An interpretation, 
probably occasioned by the fact that the following ard warro 
edyaup. was regarded as the contrast to ra obx dvjnovra,— Ver. 5. 
tore] Elz.: éor2, in opposition to far preponderant evidence. 
Defended, it is true, by Matth. (“pluribus Graecis in mentem 
venire poterat fore”), but evidently a mechanical miswriting or 
alteration; rejected also by Reiche. —é¢ tor eidwAo?.crpnc| Lachm., 
following only B &, 67** lect. 40, Cyr. Jer., has 6 Zorıv sidwao- 
Aarpns, Which Mill and Griesb. recommended. F G, Vulg. It. 
Goth. Victorinus, Cyprian, Ambrosiaster have ö éorw «idwr0- 
Aurpeia. By the latter the original 6; Zorw eiöwror.drpng, Which 
seemed to require an explanation, that it might not be mis- 
understood, was explained, and subsequently siöwrordrpng was 
restored, whereby the reading of Lachm. arose. — Ver. 9. gwrés] 
Elz. Matth.: «vebuerog,in opposition to decisive witnesses. Gloss 
from Gal. v. 25.— Ver. 17. ouwtvres] A B Ss, min. Chrys. ms. 
Damase. Jer.: ouviere. So Lachm. and Rück. Harless, however, 
has ouvdvrec, after D* FG. The latter, though doubtless to be 
accented ouwövres (see on Rom. iii. 11), is as the less common 
form to be preferred ; the imperative is a gloss from the context, 
supported by no version. — Ver. 19. svevparimazs] is wanting only 
in B, Clar. Germ. Ambrosiast., and is bracketed by Lachm. It 
might have been introduced from Col. iii. 16; but the evidence 
for its omission is too weak, and the omission might easily be 
occasioned by the homoeoteleuton. — 2 7% xapdi¢] Lachm. and 
Riick.: é rats xapdioug, after important witnesses (not B). But 
the plural would in itself very naturally occur to the copyists, 
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and still more from the comparison of Col. iii. 16.— Ver. 21. 
Xpioroö] Elz.: ©zod, in opposition to decisive witnesses, among 
which D E F G, codd. of It. add ’Ijo03, some before, some after 
the Xp. Mill already rightly judges that 9é80s ©z03 was the more 
current conception, whereby ©®soö (K: zupiov) was brought in; géSo¢ 
Xpiorod does not occur elsewhere. — Ver. 22. After dvépdow, Elz. 
Scholz have irordoceobe, and Lachm. iroraccéctwouy. The latter in 
accordance with A &, min. Copt. Vulg. Goth. Clem. (once) Basil, 
Damasc. Ambrosiast. Pelag. D E FG, lect. 19, It. Syr. have 
the Recepta, but before rorz id/os. These diversities only con- 
firm the probability that the verb was originally wanting, as 
also B, codd. Gr. in Jer. Clem. (once) have no verb. The 
verb, deleted by Tisch. and rejected by Reiche, is an expedient 
to help the construction. — Ver. 23. dujp (Elz.: 6 avzp) and airés 
(Elz.: xa? airés éors) rest on decisive critical evidence; although 
Reiche again defends the Recepta, which is a smoothing of the 
text. — Ver. 24. ido] is, following B D* E* FG ss, min. codd. 
It., with Lachm. Tisch., to be deleted as an addition from ver. 22. 
— Ver. 25. &auräv] is wanting in A B®, min. Clem. Orig. Cyr., 
Chrys. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch. and Riick. But if anything 
were added to ywvarzas, it would be most natural to add idias 
from ver. 22. The dua read in F G (Vulg. It. ete.: vestras) is 
an explanation of éavray, and tells in favour of this, the dropping 
out of which is to be explained from its superfluousness. — 
Ver. 27. airéc] Elz.: airqy, in opposition to far preponderating 
testimony ; altered from a failure to understand the emphatic 
adrös. — Ver. 28. Lachm. has rightly adopted, on decisive autho- 
rity, oürwg nal of avopes 6Deihouon. B has the order virus 62. zul 
vi dvöpog. — Ver. 29. Instead of Xpiorég, Elz. has xvpsos, in opposi- 
tion to decisive evidence. — Ver. 30. &x ris suprög adrod zul ex rau 
éor, aöroö] is wanting in A B s* 17, 67** al., Copt. Aeth. Method. 
and perhaps Ambrosiast. Deleted by Lachm., suspected also by 
Mill and Griesb., defended by Reiche. The omission has arisen 
either from mere accident, by passing in the process of copying 
from the first wirod immediately to the third, or more probably 
through design, from want of perceiving the suitableness of the 
words in the context, and judging their meaning inappropriate. 
If they had been added from the LXX. Gen. ii. 23, we should 
have found written é% räv éoréwy abrod xai Ex rig oupnds airov. — 
Ver. 31. röv war. aöroö x. r. anr.] Lachm. and Tisch. on prepon- 
derant testimony have merely rartpa zai unripu. Rightly; the 
Recepta is from the LXX. — pös rv yuv.] Lachm. and Riick.: 
+7 yvvaixi, in accordance doubtless with many and considerable 
witnesses (not B), but an alteration in conformity with the 
LXX. (according to A, Ald.) and Matt. xix. 5. 


CHAP. V. 1, 2. Zio 


ConTENTS.—Exhortation to the imitation of God, to love, 
as Christ through His sacrificial death has loved us (vv. 1, 2). 
Warning against unchastity, avarice, and other vices, inasmuch 
as they exclude from the Messianic kingdom (vv. 3-5). The 
readers are not to let themselves be deceived by empty words, 
and not to hold fellowship with the vicious; for, as those 
who from being dark have become Christianly enlightened, 
they are under obligation to walk accordingly, and to have 
no fellowship with the works of darkness, but rather to rebuke 
them, which is a course as necessary as it is salutary (vv. 6-14). 
They are therefore to be careful in their walk as wise (vv. 15-17), 
and not to become drunken, but to become full of the Holy 
Spirit, which fulness must express itself by alternate utterance 
in psalms and hymns, by singing praise in the silence of the 
heart, and by continual Christian thanksgiving towards God 
(vv. 18-20). Subject the one to the other in the fear of 
Christ, the wives are to render to their husbands true Chris- 
tian subjection (vv. 21-24), and the men to their wives true 
Christian love (vv. 25-33), in connection with which, how- 
ever, the wife owes reverence to the husband (ver. 33). 

Vv. 1, 2. If Paul has just said ca@as kal 0 Ocds exapicaro 
vpiv, he now, on the ground of these words (odv), sums up under 
one head the duty of love expressed in detail, iv. 32, and that 
as imitation of God by a loving walk, such as stands in appro- 
priate relation to the love shown to us by Christ, which serves 
as pattern for our conduct. With this is expressed the specific 
character and degree of the love required as an imitation of 
God (John xiii, 34, xv. 13). Accordingly, ver. 1 corresponds 
to the Kaas Kat 0 Ocos Ev Xp. éxapicato as a whole, and 
ver. 2 to the ev Xpior@ in particular; y/veoGe ody at the 
same time corresponds emphatically to the yiveode de of 
iv. 32, introducing in another form—flowing from the last 
words of ver. 32—the same thing as was introduced by 
yiveode de. — ws Téxva ayar.| in accordance with your rela- 
tion to God as His beloved children. adyamnra denotes 
neither amabiles (Zanchius), nor good, excellent children, nor is 
it to be said with Vater: “ ut solent liberi, qui Zune diligun- 
tur;” but, what a love has God shown to us by the vioderia 
(1 John iii. 1; Rom. v. 8, 5, al.)! Now, to be God’s beloved 
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child, and not to become like the loving Father, how con- 
tradietory were this! See Rom. vi. 1 ff.; 1 John iv. 7 ff.; 
Matt. v. 45. Yet the expression “ imitators of God” is found 
with Paul only here. —x«a/] annexes wherein this imitation 
of God must consist, namely, therein, that Jove is the element 
in which their life-walk takes place—love, such as also Christ 
has displayed towards us. — kai map£öwkev x.7.d.] Practical 
proof of the yyarnoev. Comp. ver. 25; Rom. v. 8 f.; Gal. 
ii. 20. Paul might have written wapéotyncev, but wrote 
Tapédax., because he thought of the matter as a self-surrender. 
The notion of sacrifice does not lie in the verb, but in the 
attributes (in opposition to Hofmann’s objection). We may 
add that with wapeöd. we have not to supply eis @dvatov 
(Grotius, Harless, and others), but 76 Oe@ (which Bengel, 
Hofmann, and others with less simplicity attach to mpood. x. 
Ouciav) belongs to it, to the connecting of which with eis oopay 
evwdias (Luther, Koppe, Meier, Harless) the order of the words 
is opposed (comp. Ex. xxix. 18; Lev. i. 9, 13, 17, xxiii. 13, 
18; Gen. vii. 21), since the emphatic prefixing of To Oc, 
if it belonged to eis dcp. evwd., would be quite without reason, 
inasmuch as there is not any kind of contrast (for instance, to 
human satisfaction) in the case. — vrép nuav] for our behalf, 
in order to reconcile us to God. The idea of substitution is 
not expressed in the preposition,’ but lies in the conception 
of a sacrifice, under which the N. T. represents the death of 
Christ,? and that, indeed, as expiatory sacrifice. See on Rom. 
v.6; Gal. iii. 13. — mpoodbopav x. Ovoiav] as an offering and 
a sacrifice. The latter (F231) is a more precise definition of the 
former ; for mpoo&opa is everything in general which is brought 
as an offering, whether it be bloody or unbioody (42), 
Comp. Ecclus. xiv.11. Of the sacrifice of Christ, also Heb. x. 
10,14. Harless explains the joining of the two substantives 
to the effect that Christ, as He was a sacrifice for others 
(@vciav), also presented himself as an offering (mpoodopar). 
But, apart from the fact that thus Paul must logically have 


1 See also van Hengel, ad Rom, I. p. 459 f. 

2 In opposition to Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 383 f., who makes the 
apostle merely say, “that Christ has gone the way of death, in order as our 
well-pleasing representative to come to God.” 
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written @voiav x. mpoo&opuv (as in Ps. xl. 7; Heb. x. 5), both 
words, in fact, state in what character Christ presented Himself 
to God, both express the objective relation, while the subjective 
relation of Christ is conveyed in mapédwxev Eavrov UTréep Hudv. 
Comp. 1 Pet. i. 18. — eis ooumv evwölas] so that it became for 
Him an odour of fragrance, figurative designation of its accept- 
ableness to God (Phil. iv. 18), after the Hebrew Mh”) (Lev. 
i. 9, 13, 17, ii. 12, iii. 5), which was the original real, anthropo- 
pathic basis of the idea of the acceptableness of a sacrifice to 
God. See Gen. viii. 21; Ewald, Alterth. p. 31. The underlying 
notion of the burning of that which was offered did not of 
course come into account in the case of the Aaornpıov of 
Jesus, but the thought of the expression is in the sacrificial 
designation of the atoning deed independent of its origin. 
Comp. on the expression itself the Homeric kvicons 750s 
aürtun, Od. xii. 369.—The question whether Christ is here 
in reality presented as an expiatory sacrifice, or merely as one 
who in His self-surrender well-pleasing to God has left us a 
pattern (so Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 113; Riickert), has been raised 
by the Socinians (see Catech. Racov. 484, ed. Oeder, p. 1006), 
who denied the former (see also Calovius, Bibl. ill. p. 716 f.), 
is decided not merely by b7rép nuwv, but by the view prevail- 
ing throughout the N. T., and specially with Paul, of the death 
of Jesus as the iAaornpıov, Rom. iii. 25 (comp. also Matt. 
220 2G, sxvin 205) li Petri 18; 7 Tima 6); which “also is 
contained here in Ovolav (comp. Lechler, apost. und nachapost. 
Zeitalter, p. 77, Ebrard, Lehre von der stellvertret. Genugth. 
p. 68 ff. ; Philippi, Dogm. IV. 2,p. 294 ff.). Certainly the main 
point in the connection of our passage is the love displayed by 
Christ, but the practical proof of this love is represented as 
that which it just really was, namely, as expiatory sacrifice ; 
in opposition to which the addition eis dcp. evwd., which 
in the O. T., save in Lev. iv. 31 (see, with regard to this pas- 
sage, Oehler in Herzog’s Eneykl. X. p. 648), is not used of 
expiatory sacrifices, is not to be urged, inasmuch as—even 
apart from Lev. /.c.—Christ offered up Himself, consequently His 
expiatory sacrifice was at the same time a voluntary offering. 


1 Without that which is symbolized in cur siwdizs, the sacrifice of Christ 
would not have been propitiatory. 
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Ver. 3. 4é] leading over to another portion of the exhorta- 
tion. — axa@apola and mAeove£ia, quite as at iv. 19, the two 
main vices of heathendom. The latter thus is here neither 
insatiability in lust, as Heinsius (controverted by Salmasius, 
de foen. Trap. p. 121 ff.), Estius, Locke, Baumgarten, Michaelis, 
Zachariae, and others would take it, nor “ imprimis de pro- 
stibulis, quae sunt vulgalo corpore, ut quaestum lucrentur,” 
Koppe, Stolz, but: avarie.—n] is not equivalent to Kai 
(Salmasius, Schleusner), nor yet explicative (Heinsius), but 
disjunctive, separating another vice from the correlative ropveia 
kal maca akadapcia (comp. Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 275 f.); 
neither fornication and every kind of uncleanness, nor avarice, 
nor shamelessness (ver. 4), etc. — unde ovopafécbw Ev dyiv] 
not once be named, etc.; ikavOs TO puoapov TeV eipnuévov 
iméderEe, Kal avTas avToY Tpoomyopias THs pvnuns EEopicaı 
Kerevoas, Theodoret. Comp. ver. 12. Dio Chrys. p. 360 B: 
otdow 5€é ovdé ovouabeıv AEıov map’ üuiv. Herod. i. 138: 
acca de oft moıeeıv ov EEeotı, TaDTAa oVde Acyeıv Ekeori. 
Dem. 1259, 17: & Kal ovouabev oxvncayw dv. — Kabas 
mpemeı ayloıs] namely, that these vices should not once be 
mentioned among them. So alcypa övönara (Plat. Rep. 
p. 344 B, and Stallbaum 7 Joc.) are they! 

Ver. 4. Aicyporns] abomination, disgraceful conduct, Plat. 
Gorg. p. 525 A. Most expositors, including Riickert, Meier, 
Holzhausen, Olshausen (not Matthies and Harless), limit it to 
disgraceful utterances, but without warrant of linguistic usage 
(this would be alcypodoyia, see Col. iii. 8; Xen. de rep. Lae. 
v. 6; Aristot. de rep. vii. 17; Polyb. ‘viii. 13. 8,. xii. 13. 3); 
or in the context, in which it is only the following elements 
that contain the unchristian speaking. — uwpoAoyia] is the 
carrying on of insipid, foolish talk. Antig. de Mirab. 126: 
poporwylas Kai ddorecyias, Arist. H. A. i. 11; Plut. Mor. 
504 A. — evrpareXla] signifies properly ready versatility (from 
pero and ed), urbanity ; then specially a witty, jesting manner; 
and in a bad sense, as here, the witticism of frivolity, sewrrilitas. 
See in general, Wetstein ad loc.; Dissen, ad Pind. p. 180; 
Krüger on Thue, ii, 41. 1.— Ta ov avnkovra] as that which 
is unseemly. Comp. Winer, pp. 221, 338 f. [E. T. 610]. It 
refers only to pwpodoyla and ebrpareXia, since for atoxporns 
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such a characteristic description would be entirely superfluous, 
and aAAa padrov evyapiotia points back merely to those 
peccata oris. — adda uarAov edyapiotia| From the preceding 
umde ovona&eodw Ev tyiv we have here to supply Erw or 
yıvecdw Ev Duiv, which is contained therein, in accordance 
with a well-known brachylogy, Kühner, II. p. 604. evxa- 
pioria is, according to standing usage (comp. also Loesner, 
Obss. p. 345 f.), not gracefulness of speech, as Jerome, Calvin,’ 
Salmasius, Cajetanus, Hammond, Semler, Michaelis, Wahl, 
Meier, and others would take it, which would be edxapı, but 
giving of thanks, in which case there results a contrast far 
more in keeping with the Christian character and the pro- 
foundly vivid piety of the apostle (comp. Col. ii. 7, iii. 15, 17 ; 
1 Thess. v. 18). Gratitude towards God (for the salvation in 
Christ), expressing itself in their discourse, is to supersede 
among Christians the two faults before mentioned, and to 
sanctify their oral intercourse. “Linguae abusui opponitur 
sanctus et tamen laetus usus,’ Bengel. Morus erroneously 
refers it to thanksgiving towards others; “the language of 
courtesy.” 

Ver. 5. Paul returns to the vices mentioned ver. 3, and 
assigns the reason for their prohibition. —iote yırwakovres] 
indicative ; Paul appeals to the consciousness of the readers, 
which, considering their familiarity with the principle laid 
down, was at all events more natural to him, and more in keep- 
ing with the destination as a motive (ydp), than the imperative 
sense (Vulgate, Valla, Castalio, Vatablus, Erasmus Schmid, 
Estius, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, Koppe, Riickert, Matthies, 
Olshausen, Bleek, and others). The participle, however, is not 
here to be explained from the well-known Hebrew and Greek 
mode of connecting the finite verb with its participle (Winer, 
p. 317 £. [E. T. 446]), inasmuch as ywoor. is another verb ; 
but it denotes the way and manner of the knowing.” — was 

. our éyet] See on iv. 29, and Winer, p. 155 [E. T. 209]. 

1 ««Sermones nostros vera suavitate et gratia perfusos esse debere, quod fiet, 
si miscebimus utile dulci.” 

2 This you are aware of from your own knowledge, so that I need not firet to 
instruct you with regard to it, that, etc. Comp. the classic spay zul dxodwy aida, 


Xen. Cyr. iv. 1. 14. Toöro thus applies to the following ¢7, not to ver. 3f., 
as Winer maintains, See Kühner, II. § 631. 2. 
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— 6s éotw eiÖwAoAdrpns] applies to the covetous man, whom 
Paul declares in a metaphorical sense to be an idolater, 
inasmuch as such an one has made money and property his 
god, and has fallen away from the service of the true God 
(comp. Matt. vi. 24). Comp. Phil. iii. 19; Col. iii. 5 ; and the 
passages from Philo and the Rabbins, which express the same 
mode of regarding covetousness and other vices, in Wetstein, 
and Schöttgen, Horae, p. 779. Doubtless wopveia and 
arabapcia are also subtle idolatry; but only with regard to 
avarice does Paul, here and at Col. iii. 5, bring it into special 
relief, in order with thoroughly deterrent force to make this felt 
cat e£oxnpy as antichristian (comp. 1 Tim. vi. 10). For Paul, in 
particular, whose all-sacrificing self-denial (2 Cor. vi. 10, xi. 27) 
stood so sharply contrasted with that self-seeking passion, such 
a peculiar branding of mAcove£ia was very natural. Zachariae, 
Koppe,' Meier, Harless, as also Fritzsche (de conformat. N. T. 
critica Lachm. I. 1841, p. 46), refer ös éotw eidwn. to all three 
suljects. Unnecessary deviation from that which after the 
singular of the relative must most naturally suggest itself to 
the reader, and opposed to the parallel Col. iii. 5, where Arıs 
€ativ elowAoXaTpela has its reference merely to the mAeove&ia 
assured by the use of the article rnv mAeove£lav, and it is 
only afterwards that the comprehension of the before-named 
vices by means of the neuter plural 6’ & comes in. — ov« Exeı 
KAmpovopiav] Comp. oni. 11. By means of the present tense 
the certain future relation is realized at present. See Bern- 
hardy, p. 371. — ev 7H Baowd. Tod Xpictod x. Ocod] for the 
Messianic kingdom belongs to Christ and, God, since Christ and 
God shall have the government of this kingdom. Christ opens 
it at His Parousia, and rules it under the supreme dominion 
of God (1 Cor. xv. 27) until the final consummation, where- 
upon He yields it up to God as the sole ruler (1 Cor. xv. 
24, 28). But, after Beza, Zanchius, Glass, Bengel (comp. 
also Calovius), Riickert and Harless have explained it, on 
the ground of the non-repetition of the article: “of Him, 
who is Christ and God,’ so that Christ is here spoken of as 

1 Koppe, we may add, allows a choice between two arbitrary alterations of the 


literal meaning. The sense in his view is either : ‘‘ quae quidem flagitia regnant 
inter gentiles idololatras,” or: ‘‘ as little as an idolater.” 
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God.’ Incorrectly, since Oeös had no need of an article (see 
Winer, p. 110 f. [E. T.151]; comp. Bacıreia Ocod, 1 Cor. vi. 
9, 10, xv. 50; Gal. v. 21), and Christ, in accordance with the 
strict monotheism of the apostle (comp. iv. 6), could not be 
called by him Oes in the absolute sense, and never has 
at all been called by him @eds. See on Rom. ix. 5; Col. 
ii. 2. Comp. Beyschlag, Christol. d. N. T. p. 203 f. The 
designation of the kingdom as Bacırela of Christ and of God 
is climactic (comp. on Gal. i. 1), and renders the warning 
element more solemn and more powerful to deter, through the 
contrast with the supreme holiness of the kingdom.?—On the 
proposition itself, comp. Gal. v. 21. 

Ver. 6. Let no one deceive you with empty words! In those 
against whom the warning is here given, Grotius sees partly 
heathen philosophers, partly Jews, which last “ omnibus Judai- 
zantibus, quomodocunque vixissent, partem fore dicebant in 
seculo altero;” Olshausen (comp. Bleek) thinks of frivolous 
Christians of antinomian sentiments, who would in future 
emerge; Meier, of teachers of Gentile tendencies. In accordance 
with the context (eml tods viols ths ameıdeias, cvppétoxos 
aurav, Te yap more oKoros) we have to understand Gentiles 
vho have remained unbelieving, who in their intercourse with 
the Christians sought to palliate those Gentile vices, to give 
them out as matters of indifference, to represent abstaining 
from the same as groundless rigour, and thereby to entice 
back the Christians to the Gentile life. Their discourses were 
kévot, inasmuch as the corresponding contents, i.e. the truth, 
was wanting to them. Comp. Col. ii. 8; LXX. Ex. v. 9, al.; 
Plat.. Zach. p. 196 B; Dem. 821,.11.; Hom. Od: xxi1,.249; 
and the passages in Kypke, II. p. 299f.; also xevoAoyla, 
empty talk, Plut. Mor. p. 1069 C; xevoAoyetv, Isa. vill. 19. — 
dua tadta yap «.7.r.] for certainly very serious consequences 
follow these vices: on account of these vices (ia Tavra 
emphatically prefixed) comes (down) the wrath of God upon 
the disobedient, for this vicious conduct piles up the load of 


1 Yet Riickert is of opinion, inconsistently enough, that the question whether 
Paul in reality here meant it so cannot be decided, because he is not here speak- 
ing of Christ in general, but only incidentally making mention of His kingdom. 

? Comp. also Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sünde, I. p. 207 f. 
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guilt one day to receive punishment (Rom. ii. 5), from which 
they could be liberated only by means of faith in Christ, the 
despising of whom leaves them to abide under the wrath of 
God and to encounter the judicial execution of it. To refer 
radra to the deceiving with empty words (Chrysostom places 
both explanations side by side; comp. Theophylact and 
Oecumenius), has against it not so much the plural—since 
tavta often also in classical writers denotes (see Winer, 
p. 146 [E. T. 201]) one notion or thought (according to the 
aggregate of its several marks)—as rather the unsuitability of 
the sense in itself and to the following un obv yiveode «.T.A. 
as well as to the parallel Col. iii. 6.— 7 dpyn tod Ocod] Not 
the punishment of the present life is meant (Calvin, Meier, 
and others; Matthies combines present and future), since the 
öpyn Tov Ocod is the opposite of the Bacire/a, ver. 5 ; but the 
wrath of God in the day of judgment, which future, as in 
ver. 5, is realized as present. Comp. 1 Thess. i. 10.— The 
viot THs amrecO. are here those refusing faith to the gospel, and 
thereby disobedient to God. It is otherwise il. 2. Comp, 
Romans 400; 32,81; 

Ver. 7. Oöv] since on account of these sins, etc. — cuppé- 
ToYol avT@v| avT@y can, in keeping with the context, only be 
referred to the viovs ths ame6., whose co-partners the Chris- 
tians become, if they practise the same sins, whereby they fall 
froin the state of reconciliation (Rom. xi. 22; 2 Pet. iii. 17) 
and incur the divine öpyn (ver. 5). Koppe’s interpretation : 
“ejusdem cum us fortunae compotem fieri,’” is an importation 
at variance with the context (see vv. 8—11).— As to cuppé- 
Toxos, see on ill. 6. 

Ver. 8. Reason assigned for the exhortation just given: 
For your former state of darkness (with which those vices 
were in keeping) is past; now, on the other hand, ye are 
Christianly enlightened; as befits such, let your walk be. — 
re] prefixed with significant stress, has the force of a ground 
assigned as praeterite, just as at Rom. vi. 17. Rückert incor- 
rectly holds that Paul has omitted wev, which is at variance 
with good composition. The non-use of pév has its logical 
ground, and that in the fact, that the clause is not conceived in 
relation to that which thereupon confronts it by öde Just so in 
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classical writers, where uev seems to be wanting. See Krüger, 
Anab. iii. 4. 41; Bornemann, ad Cyrop. ii. 2. 12, Goth. ; 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 356 f.; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 388.— 
oxotos| Abstractum pro concreto, to make the designation the 
stronger (Kühner, II. p. 25 f.): dark, by which the opposite 
of the possession of divine truth is denoted. — viv 6€ «.r.A.] 
now on the other hand, since your conversion, how entirely 
different is it with you, how entirely different must your walk 
be! Light in the Lord are ye, i.e. furnished with divine truth 
in your fellowship with Christ, in whom, as the source and 
giver of light (ver. 14), ye live and move. Comp. i. 18. — 
— os téxva dwros] as children of light, ie. as enlightened 
ones. Comp. 1 Thess. v. 5; Luke xvi. 8; John xii. 36. 
As such they are now to show themselves in their walk. 
Without odv the exhortation comes in with the greater 
energy. Comp. Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 510 C; Dissen, 
ad Pind. Exc. IL. p. 276. 

Ver. 9. Parenthetic incitement to the observance of the 
preceding summons, by holding forth the glorious fruit which 
the Christian illumination bears; Soxuudfovres is then 
(ver. 10) accompanying definition to wepımareirte, and the 
pm ovykowwveite, ver. 11, continues the imperative form of 
address. For taking the participle of ver. 16 as grammati- 
cally incorrect in the sense of the imperative (Bleek, following 
Koppe) there is absolutely no ground. — yap] for, not the 
merely explanatory namely, which introduces into the whole 
paraenetic chain of the discourse something feeble and alien. 
— 6 kapmös Tod bwros] indicates in a figurative manner the 
aggregate of the moral effects (kapmos collective, as in Matt. 
iii. 8; Phil. i. 11) which the Christian enlightenment has as 
its result. Comp. on Gal. v. 22.1 — &v macy ayabwotvy] se. 
eoti, so that every kind of probity (ayadwe., see on Rom. 
xv. 14; Gal. v. 22), ete., is thought of as that, in which the 
fruit is contained (consists). Comp. Matthiae, p. 1342. — 

1 Where what is here termed xapr. rod Qwrés is called xapr. ro wveinaros. 
Not as though vvd~« and gas were one and the same thing (Delitzsch, Bibl, 
Psychol. p. 390), but the Spirit, through whom God and Christ dwell in the heart, 
Rom. viii. 9, produces the gw#s in the heart (2 Cor. iv. 6; Eph. i. 17 f.), so 


that the fruit of the Spirit is also the fruit of the light, and vice versd. Noris 
the fruit of the word sown upon the good ground anything different. 


SS 
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Sixatocvvn| moral rectitude, Rom. vi. 13, xiv. 17. See on 
Phil. i. 11." — adnGeia] moral truth, opposed to hypocrisy as 
ethical yreddos, 1 Cor. v. 8; Phil. i. 18, iv. 8; John iii. 21. 
The general nature of these three words, which together 
embrace the whole of Christian morality, and that under the 
three different points of view “good, right, true,” forbids the 
assumption of more special contrasts, as eg. in Chrysostom: 
aya0wo. is opposed to wrath, ducatoc. to seduction and deceit, 
aAnd. to lying. Others present the matter otherwise; see 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Grotius. 

Ver. 10. Aokınadovres] after the parenthesis in ver. 9, a 
modal definition of the walk called for in ver. 8, which is to 
be prosecuted under a searching consideration of what is well- 
pleasing to Christ (7 xupi@), as to which subjectively the 
Christian conscience (Rom. xiv. 23) and objectively the gospel 
of Christ (iv. 20; Rom. i. 16; Phil. i, 27) give the decision. 
Comp. ver. 15; Rom. sai 2: 1 Vhessiiv..211. 

Ver. 11. Zuykowwveire] have not fellowship with (the dis- 
obedient) in the works of darkness (comp. ver. 7; and as regards 
the dative, see on Phil. iv. 14), ze in those works, which 
are wrought in consequence of spiritual darkness—of the 
ethical frame of mind opposed to divine truth. Comp. Rom. 
xiii, 12. They are the &pya movnpa (Col. i. 21), the épya rijs 
aapkos (Gal. v. 21), the vexpa épya (Heb. vi. 1), the épya 
aceßelas (Jude 15).— tots axapmoıs] the non-fruitful ones, 
inasmuch, namely, as they draw no blessing after them. The 
perdition which they have as result (Rom. vi. 21, viii. 13 ; 
Gal. vi. 8; Eph. iv. 22, al.) is conceived as negation of 
blessedness (comp. ver. 5). Comp. épya vexpd, Heb. vi. 1, 
ix. 14.— pa@rrov de Kal] but rather even, imo adeo. See on 
Gal. iv. 9; Rom. ix. 34. Bengel well remarks: “ non satis 
abstinere est.” — éAéyyxete] reprove them (these works), which 
is done when they are not passed over in silence and 
indulgently excused, but are held up with censure to the 
doer, and have their immorality discovered and brought 
home, in order to produce amendment. This chastening 
reproof is an oral one, since the context does not intimate 


1 According to Phil. i. 11, the Christian moral rectitude has again its xapqrés 
in the several Christian virtues, which are the expressions of its life. 
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anything else; not one de facto (“ sancta nimirum et honesta 
vita,” Beza; comp. Erasmus, Cameron, Zanchius), not “ dietis 
et factis” (Bengel; comp. Theophylact, Photius, Calovius, 
Holzhausen, Olshausen, and others). Comp. on John iii. 20, 
xvi. 8; 1 Cor, xiv. 24. 

Ver. 12 assigns the reason for the demand just expressed, 
eXeyxere, by pointing to what quite specially needed the 
EeAeyxew,—by pointing to the secret vicious acts of the un- 
believers, which are so horrible, that one must feel ashamed 
even but to mention them. Thus, consequently, the eAeyxere 
has its ground assigned as concerns its great necessity. — 
«pv6n] not elsewhere in the N. T. (but see Deut. xxviii. 57; 
Wisd. xviii. 9; 3 Mace. iv. 12; Xen. Symp. v. 8; Pind. Ol. 
1.75; Soph. Zrach. 686, Antig. 85; to be written with Iota 
subscriptum, Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 992; Lipsius, Gramm. 
Unters. p. 6 f.), in the protasis has the emphasis,—hence it is 
prefixed,—and denotes that which takes place in secret, in the 
darkness of seclusion. More special references, such as to the 
horrible excesses in connection with the heathen mysteries 
(Elsner, Wolf, Michaelis, Holzhausen), or even to the “ fami- 
liam Stmonis Magi, quae erat infandarum libidinum magistra” 
(Estius), have just as little warrant in the context as the 
weakening of the meaning of the word by Morus, who under- 
stands thereby the mores domesticos of the Gentiles. According 
to Koppe (flagitia, quaevis), Meier, Harless, and Olshausen, the 
kpvobn yırcyeva are not meant to be specially the secret deeds 
of vice, but the Epya tod akörovs in general, which are so 
designated in accordance with the view conditioned by axoros 
(see Harless). But against this may be urged, first, the fact 
that oxoros (here in the ethical sense) and «pvp are quite 
different notions, inasmuch as manifest vice also is an épyov 
Tod? oxorovs, whereas only the peccata occulta take place 
kpve&n; secondly, the emphasis, which the prefixing of «pvbn 
demands for this word, and which, if cpvé7 denoted nothing 
special, would be entirely lost, so that Paul might have 
written merely Ta yap yıvöueva tr’ adtav; thirdly, the con- 
trast of the following &avepovra:, which presupposes in the 
eAeyxew something which had been done secretly (comp. 
Heliodorus, viii. p. 397: 0 Tis Sins dpOarpos EeAtyxwv Kal 

Meyver—Epu. S 
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Ta aunvuta Kpidia kal adenıra dwtifwv) ; and lastly, that it 
would in fact be quite an exaggerated assertion to say of the 
sins of the Gentiles generally, that it is a shame even to 
mention them. — tm’ avta@y] by the viol tis ameıdelas. — Kat 
Neyeıv] even only (see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 136) to say, 
what they in secret do, one must be ashamed. Comp. Plat. 
Rep. p. 465 C: oxv@ Kai reyes, Dem. 1262, 11: & woAAnv 
aicyvvny exes Kal NEyerv, and the passages in Wetstein. The 
tacit contrast is the wrouesv of the doers. Compare the unde 
of ver. 3. 


REMARK.—The relation, by way of ground, of ver. 12 to 
what precedes has been very variously apprehended, and with 
various definitions of the sense itself. Calvin, anticipating, 
holds that the intention is to state what is accomplished by the 
eaeyérs ; thereby light is brought into their secret things, “ut 
sua turpitudine pudefiant,” comparing 1 Cor. xiv. 24. Of this 
there is mention only in the sequel. Entirely at variance with 
the words is the view of Grotius (comp. Calovius) : “nam nist 
id fiat, audebunt etiam clam turpiora.” Bengei (comp. already 
in Oecumenius) finds in ver. 12 the cause adduced, “ cur inde- 
Jimite loquatur ver. 11 de operibus tenebrarum, cum fructum 
lueis ver. 9 definite descripserit.” Imported, and opposed to 
the emphatic zpup7. While, moreover, Koppe translates yap by 
doubtless [zwar], Riickert wishes at least to supply a doubtless. 
“Doubtless their secret sins are not of such kind that they 
can be mentioned with honour, yet it belongs to you, as 
children of the light, to convince them of the wickedness of 
their actings.” But the supplying of «v is pure invention. 
See on ver. 8. Quite mistaken also is the explanation of Meier: 
“Yes, reprove them severely and openly to the face; for the 
merely unconcerned speaking and telling of such deeds of 
shame secretly committed is likewise disgraceful, unworthy, 
and mean.” This Paul would at least have expressed thus: rd 
yap reyem movov (antithesis to rd Zreyxem) ra xpugn ix adr yivd- 
eva aioyp. &orı. Impossible, likewise, is Holzhausen’s interpre- 
tation: “The sins committed in the darkness of the heathen 
mysteries the Christians are not to disclose ; they are not even 
to utter the names thereof, they are too abominable.” Apart 
from the consideration how singular such a precept must appear 
face to face with the decidedly moral character of the apostle, 
apart also from the fact that the mysteries are purely imported 
(see above), such a view should have been precluded as well by 
the yap in itself (since, in fact, no counterpart of zpupn precedes), 
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as by the succeeding ra 6: r&yra, which, according to Holz- 
hausen, is meant to signify the vices, “ which can endure your 
light.” Following Anselm, Piscator, Vorstius, Zanchius, Flatt, 
Harless finally discovers in ver. 12 the assigning of a reason 
not for the éAéyyere, which is held to follow only with ver. 13, 
but for un ovyxowwveire rots Epyors rors a&udpr. rod oxéroug: “for even 
but to mention their secret deeds is a shame, to say nothing of 
doing them.” But against this the right apprehension of the 
emphatic xpug% (see above) is decisive ; moreover, the exhorta- 
tion an ovyxowwvere x.7.2., has already, in what precedes, such 
repeated and such specifically Christian grounds assigned for 
it (vv. 3, 4, 5, 8, as also further ro7g dxdpros, ver. 11), that the 
reader, after a new thought has been introduced with warroy, 
could not at all expect a second ground to be assigned for the 
previous one, least of all such a general one—containing no 
essentially Christian ground—as would be afforded by ver. 12, 
but rather would expect a ground to be assigned for the new 
thought warAov 6 xu? éXéyxere Which had just been introduced. 


Ver. 13. The assigning of grounds for that precept, wadrov 
dé Kai EAEyxere, is continued,—being attached by means of the 
contradistinguishing 6é,—inasmuch as there is pointed out 
the salutary action of the Christian light which is brought to 
bear by means of the required eAeyxew upon all those secret 
deeds of shame: But everything (all those secret sins), when it 
is reproved, when you carry that eAe&yxere into effect upon it, 
is by the light (imo tod pwtds has the emphasis) made mani- 
fest, is laid bare in its real moral character, unveiled and 
brought into distinctness before the moral consciousness by 
the light of Christian truth which is at work in your éAéyyeu ; 
by the light, I say, it is made manifest, for—in order to 
prove by a general proposition that this cannot come other- 
wise than from the light—all that which is made manıfest, 
which is brought forth from concealment and is laid open in 
its true nature, is light, has ceased thereby to have the nature 
of darkness, and is now of the essence of light. This demon- 
strative proposition is based upon the: inference: “ Quod est 
in effectu (das &arı), id debet esse im causa (Umo Tob dwros).” 
If thus there is warrant for the general av To gavepotp. as 
éort, so must there also be warrant for what was previously said 
in the Christian sense, ümö Tod dwtos davepovraı. From 
this simple explanation of the words it becomes at once clear 
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that we have not, with most expositors (including Baumgarten- 
Crusius and de Wette), to attach bo rod ¢. to EAeyxoneva, 
but to davepovraı (Castalio, Zanchius, Zeger, Erasmus Schmid, 
Estius, Bengel, Meier, Harless, Olshausen, Schenkel, Bleek), 
to which it is emphatically prefixed; and further, that dave- 
povpevoy is not to be taken as middle, in which case again 
various explanations have been brought out, namely, either : 
“Tux enim illud est, quod omnia facit manifesta” (Beza; so 
Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, and others, as also Bleek, who in 
place of gavepovpevoy conjectures: davepodv To), or: “ Omne 
enim “lud, quod manifesta facit alia, lua est” (Erasmus 
Schmid ; so also Cajetanus, Estius, Michaelis, and others), or: 
“ Quilibet autem [yap !], qui alios docet, est lux,... eo ipso 
declarat, se esse verum Christianum,” Kuinoel in Velthusen, 
ete., Commentatt. III. p. 173 ff., or: “he who does not refuse 
to be made manifest, becomes an enlightened one,” Bengel,— 
against which interpretations not only the immediately pre- 
ceding passive davepovraı is decisive, but also linguistic usage, 
in accordance with which davepodpar is always passive. And 
if we adhere to the view of g¢avepovp. as passive, we must 
exclude every explanation, in which a quid pro quo is perpe- 
trated or something is imported, or ydp is either neglected or 
incorrectly taken. We have therefore to set aside—(1) the 
explanation given by Elsner and Wolf, that Paul says: 
“hominum scelera in tenebris patrata, a fidelibus, qui lux sunt, 
improbata, non modo protrahi in lucem, verum etiam homines, 
illis sceleribus inquinatos, rubore suffundi increpitos convictosque, 
et ipsos quoque pas fieri hac ratione, emendatis vitiis tenebrisque 
in novae vitae lucem conversis;” (2) that of Zachariae: “ Zvery- 
thing which is sharply tested according to the light of the 
doctrine of Christ and holds its ground, one has no need 
to keep secret; ... all, however, which one can perform openly 
and before every one’s eyes... is üself light, and strikes 
every one as good and praiseworthy ;” (3) that of Storr: 

1 The article before ga; might (this we remark in opposition to Olshausen) be 
dispensed with even in Beza’s explanation, so that $a; ter would have to be 
translated : is light-essence, has the nature of light. If, however,—which is not 
the case,—@avepadw. were really to be translated as active, the simplest rendering, 


and the one most in keeping with the context, would be: for it is the light 
muking everything manifest. 
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“ Quisquis ea, quae monitus est a luce, audit, is patefit, emergit 
e tenebris ; guisguis autem patefactus est, is luce collustratus 
est ;” (4) that of Koppe (comp. Cramer): “for what is itself 
enlightened, must be also a light for others;” (5) that of 
Rückert, who would refer yap to a conclusion tacitly drawn 
from what precedes (“ye are light, consequently it is also 
your business édéyyew Ta Ereivav Epya”): “ for all that is 
made manifest, that is, or by that very fact becomes, light,’ from 
which again the suppressed conclusion is to be drawn: conse- 
quently it may be hoped that those also will become light, 
when they are convinced of the reprobate character of their 
action; (6) that of Meier and Olshausen: “ for all that is 
enlightened by the light, is itself light” (Olshausen), which ac- 
cording to Meier is equivalent to: “ becomes itself transparent 
and pure as light,” according to Olshausen : “ becomes changed 
into the nature of light.” (7) Nearest to our interpretation 
comes that of Harless, followed in part by Schenkel. Harless, 
however, finds expressed from ra de mavta onward the neces- 
sity of the eXeyxeıv, which is rather implied in ver. 12, to 
which in ver. 13 the salutariness of the édéyyew attaches 
itself; he explains davepovu., moreover, as if it were praeterite, 
and does not retain wav yap To bavepovn. x.7.A. in its gener- 
ality as locus commumis, inasmuch as he takes das eorıv: is 
no longer a secret work of darkness, but is light. — According 
to Baur, p. 435, the proposition wav TO davep. das Earı 
belongs to the Gnostic theory of light (“ all development takes 
place only through that which in itself already exists becoming 
manifest for the consciousness ”), and has been introduced into 
its present connection out of this quite different sphere of 
ideas. But the state of the case is exactly the converse ; the 
Valentinians laid hold of this utterance of the apostle as 
supporting their doctrine, and expressly cited it (rodro öde o 
IlaöXos Aeyeı «.7.X., in Iren. i. 8. 5), and consequently took it 
away from the connection in which he used it so as to favour 
their own theory. 

Ver. 14. This necessity and salutariness of the &XeyE&ıs, 
which Paul has just set forth in vv. 12, 13 (not of the mere 
subsidiary thought, wav yap x.7.X.), he now further confirms 
by a word of God out of the Scripture. — 6:0] wherefore,— 
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because the eX&yxere is so highly necessary as I have shown in 
ver. 12, and of such salutary effect as is seen from ver. 13,— 
wherefore he saith: Up, thow sleeper, and arise from the dead, 
and Christ shall shine upon thee. This call of God to the vior 
Ths ameıdeias to awake out of the sleep and death of sin 
confirms the necessity of the éXey£s, and this promise : “Christ 
shall shine upon thee,” confirms the salutary influence of the 
light, under which they are placed by the eAeyyxeıv. Beza refers 
back 816 to ver. 8, which is erroneous for this reason, if there 
were no other, that the citation addresses the as yet unconverted. 
According to Riickert (comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.), the design 
is to give support to the hope expressed in ver. 13, namely, 
that the sinner, earnestly reproved and convicted, may possibly 
be brought over from darkness into light. But see on ver. 15. 
With the correct interpretation of wav yap x.7.X., the expositions 
are untenable, which are given by Meier: “on that account, 
because only what is enlightened by the light of truth can be 
improved ;” and by Olshausen : “ because the action of the light 
upon the darkness cannot fail of its effect.” Harless indicates 
the connection only with the words of Plutarch (tom. xiv. 
p. 364, ed. Hutt.): yalpew xpn Tols eAeyxovaı' . . . twas 
yap Avmoüvres Sueye(povowv. Inexact, and—inasmuch as with 
Plutarch xaipew and Avrovvres stand in emphatic correlation, 
and Avrodvres thus is essential—inappropriate. — Aéyer] in- 
troduces, with the supplying of o ©eos (as iv. 8), a passage of 
Scripture, of which the Hebrew words would run: BY may 
men yp VSM Dinamo nypm, But what passage is that? 
Already Jerome says: “ Nunguam hoc scriptum reperi.” Most 
expositors answer: Isa. lx. 1. So Thomas, Cajetanus, Calvin, 
Piscator, Estius, Calovius, Surenhusius, Wolf, Wetstein, Bengel,! 
and others, including Harless and Olshausen ; while others at 
the same time bring in Isa. xxvi. 19 (Beza, Calixtus, Clericus, 
Meier, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others), as also Isa. li. 1 
(Schenkel) and Isa. ix. 1 (Baumgarten, Holzhausen). But all 


1 Who, however, at the same time following older expositors in Wolf (comp. 
tosenmüller, Morgenland, VI. p. 142), called to his aid a reminiscence of the 
“ formula in festo buccinarum adhiberi solita.” See, in opposition to the error 
as to the existence of such a formula, based upon a passage of Maimonides, Wolf, 
Curae. 
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these passages are so essentially different from ours, that we 
cannot with unbiassed judgment discover the latter in any of 
them, and should have to hold our citation—if it is assumed 
to contain Old Testament words—as a mingling of Old Testa- 
ment reminiscences, nothing similar to which is met with, 
even apart from the fact that this citation bears in itself the 
living impress of unity and originality; hence the less is 
there room to get out of the difficulty by means of Bengel’s 
expedient: “apostolus expressius loquitur ex luce N. T.” 
Doubtless Harless says that the apostle was here concerned 
not about the word, but about the matter in general, and that 
he cites the word of pre-announcement with the modification 
which it has itself undergone through fulfilment, and adduces 
by way of analogy Rom. x. 6 ff. But in opposition to this may 
be urged, first generally, that swch a modification of Isa. lx. 1 
would have been not a mere modification, but would have 
quite done away with the identity of the passage; secondly, 
in particular, that the passage Isa. lx. 1, specially according to 
the LXX. (dwrtifov, dwtifov "InpovoaAnu, res yap cov TO 
gos, Kat 1) d0£a Kupiou Emmi oe avatétadxev), needed no change 
whatever in order to serve for the intended Scriptural con- 
firmation, for which, moreover, various other passages from 
the O. T. would have stood at the command of the apostle, 
without needing any change; and lastly, that Rom. x. 6 is 
not analogous, because there the identity with Deut. xxx. 
12-14 is unmistakeably evident in the words themselves, and 
the additions concerning Christ are not there given as con- 
stituent parts of the Scripture utterance, but expressly indicated 
as elucidations of the apostle (by means of rodr' £orı). Quite 
baseless is the view of de Wette, that the author is quoting, 
as at iv. 8 (where, indeed, the citation is quite undoubted), an 
O. T. passage in an application which, by frequency of use, 
has become so familiar to him that he is no longer precisely 
conscious of the distinction between text and application. 
Others, including Morus, have discovered here a quotation from 
an apocryphal book, under which character Epiphanius names 
the prophecy of Elias, Georgius Syncellus an apocryphal 
authority of Jeremiah, and Codex G on the margin, the book 
(“Secretum”) of Znoch. See, in general, Fabricius, Cod. 
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Pseudepigr. V. T. pp. 1074, 1105; Apoer. N. T. I. p. 524. 
That, however, Paul wittingly cited an apocryphal book,’ is 
to be decisively rejected, inasmuch as this is never done by 
him, but, on the contrary, the formula of citation always 
means canonical passages. Hence, also, we have not, with 
Heumann (Poicile, II. p. 390), Michaelis, Storr, Stolz, Flatt, 
to guess at an early hymn of the Church as the source.” 
Others have found therein a saying of Christ, like Oeder in 
Syntagm. Obss. sacr. p. 697 ff., in opposition to which may be 
urged, not indeed the following 6 Xpıorös, which Jesus might 
doubtless have said of Himself, but rather the fact that the 
subject Xpıoros to Aeyeı could not be at all divined, as indeed 
Paul has never adduced sayings of Christ in his Epistles. This 
also in opposition to the opinion mentioned in Jerome (comp. 
also Bugenhagen and Calixtus), that Paul here, after the 
manner of the prophets (comp. the prophetic: thus saith the 
Lord), “ mpoowromoiav Spiritus sancti figuraverit.” Grotius 
(comp. Koppe) regards even ro das as subject: “ Lux dalla, i.e. 
homo luce perfusus, dicit alter.” As if previously the dos 
were homo luce perfusus! and as if every reader could not 
but have recognised a citation as well in 6vo Aetyeı as in the 
character of the saying itself! Erroneously Bornemann also, 
Schol. in Lue. p. xlviii. f., holds that Aeyeı is to be taken 
impersonaliter ; in this respect it is said, one may say, so that no 
passage of Scripture is cited, but perhaps allusion is made to 
Mark v. 41. This impersonal use is found only with $yei. 
See the instances cited by Bornemann, and Bernhardy, p. 419. 
In view of all these opinions, my conclusion, as at 1 Cor. ii. 9, 
is to this effect: From 60 Aeyeı it is evident that Paul 
desired to adduce a passage of canonical Scripture, but—as the 
passage is not canonical—in virtue of a lapsus memoriae he 
adduces an apocryphal saying, which, citing from memory, he 


1 According to Jerome, he is held not to have done it, ‘‘ quod apocrypha com- 
probaret, sed quod et Arati et Epimenidis et Menandri versibus sit abusus ad 
ca, quae voluerat, in tempore comprobanda.” 

* This opinion is already mentioned by Theodoret: rwis 38 ray tpunvevray 
iDarav rvevmarinns apres akıwlivras tives Varwovs suyypanlaı, in connection with 
which they had appealed to 1 Cor. xiv. 26. Bleek, too, ad loc., and already in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1853, p. 331, finds it probable that the saying is taken from 
a writing composed by a Christian poet of that early age. 
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held as canonical. From what Apocryphal writing the passage 
is drawn, we do not know. — Eyeıpe] up ! Comp. dye, Erreıye. 
See, in opposition to the form of the Recepta Eyeıpaı (so also 
Lachmann), Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 55 f. — 0 xaOevdmrv] and 
then Ex vexpoyv form a climactic twofold description of the 
state of man under the dominion of sin, in which state the 
true spiritual life, the moral vital activity, is suppressed and 
gone, as is the physical life in the sleeping (comp. Rom. xii. 
11) and in the dead respectively. Comp. Isa. lix. 10. How 
often with the classical writers, too, the expression dead is 
employed for the expression of moral insensibility, see on 
Matt. viii. 22; Luke xv. 14; Musgrave, ad Oed. R. 45; Borne- 
mann, in Lue. p. 97. On 0 kadevdwv, comp. Sohar. Levit. 
{. 33, c. 130: “Quotrescunque lex occurrit, toties omnia hominum 
genera excitat, verum omnes somno sepulti jacent im peccatis, 
nihil intelligunt neque attendunt.” — avaora] On the form, 
see Winer, p. 73 [E. T. 94]; Matthiae, p. 484. — ermıdavceı] 
from émipavoxw, see Winer, p. 82 [E. T. 110]; Job xxv. 5, 
xxxi. 26. The readings érupatoe oor 0 Xp. and érupatces 
rod Xp. are ancient (see Chrysostom and Jerome ad loc.), and 
are not to be explained merely from an accidental interchange 
in copying, but are connected with the preposterous fiction that 
the words were addressed to Adam buried under the cross of 
Christ, whom Christ would towch with His body and blood, 
thereby causing him to become alive and to rise. See 
Jerome. The words themselves: Christ shall shine wpon thee, 
signify not: He will be gracious to thee (so, at variance with 
the context, Bretschneider), but: He will by the gracious 
operation of His Spirit annul in thee the ethical darkness 
(Alwv THY virra THs Apaprlas, Gregory of Nazianzus), and 
impart to thee the divine aA7dea, of which He is the 
possessor and bearer (Christ, the light of the world). Observe, 
moreover, that the arising is not an act of one’s own, inde- 
pendent of God and anticipating His gracious operation, but 
that it takes place just through God’s effectual awakening call. 
On this effectual calling then ensues the Christian enlightening. 

Ver. 15. Oöv] is, after the digression begun with padXov 
de Kat edeyyxere of ver. 11, resumptive, as at iv. 17. Look 
then to di—-now to return to my exhortations with regard to 
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the Christian walk, vv. 8-10—how ye, ete. Calvin, whom 
Harless follows, states the connection thus: “Si aliorum 
discutere tenebras fideles debent fulgure suo, quanto minus 
caecutire debent in proprio vitae instituto.” This would be 
correct, if Paul had written BAerrere odv adtol, or BAcrere ody, 
mas avtol. — Brérete] is the simple: look to, take heed to 
(1 Cor. xvi. 10; Phil. iii. 2; Col. iv. 17), not: “utimini luce 
vestra ad videndum,” Estius (comp. Erasmus), which is for- 
bidden by 7@s. — mas axpiB@s mepımareite] m@s not equiva- 
lent to {va (Koppe), and wepırareite not for the subjunctive 
(Grotius), but: look to it, in what manner ye carry out the observ- 
ance of an exact walk in strict accord with duty (comp. axpt- 
Bodixacos, Arist. Eth. Nic. v. 10. 8). Comp. C. F. A. Fritzsche, 
in Fritzschior. Opuse. p. 208 f.; Winer, p. 269 [E. T. 376]. 
— un @s doodot, k.T.d.] Epexegesis of the axpıB@s just men- 
tioned, negative and positive: presenting yourselves in your 
walk not as unwise, but as wise. We have thus to supply 
neither wrepırarodvres (Harless) nor anything else; but, like 
axpiBas, its more precise definition un ws acopou K.7.r. is 
dependent on wepımareire. With regard to gr, referring to 
Brérere, see Winer, p. 421 [E. T. 595]; and for the emphatic 
parallelismus antithetieus, comp. Nägelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, 
ed. 3, p. 80 f.; Bremi, ad Dem. de Chers. p. 108, 73; Winer, 
P..537 18. (0.7702), 

Ver. 16. Accompanying modal definition to the preceding 
os codor: ementes vobis (middle) opportunitatem, i.e. in that 
you make your own the right point of time for such walk, do 
not let it pass by unused. In this figurative conception the 
doing of that for which the point of time is fitted, is thought 
of as the purchase-price, by which the «aıpos becomes ours. 
Comp. Col. iv. 5; LXX. Dan. ii. 8; Antonin. vi. 26: xep- 
davreov TO mapov, Plut. Philop. 15: xaıpov apragew. The 
opposite is Karpov mapievaı, Thucyd. iv. 27. Gal. vi. 10 is 
parallel as to substance. Classical writers say kaıp. mpiacdaı, 
Dem. 120. 26, 187. 22, but in the proper sense of buying 
for money. Others have thought of the sacrifice of all earthly 
things and of all lusts as the purchase-price (Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, Oecumenius; comp. also Augustine, Flacius, 
Zanchius, Estius, Rückert, and others) ; but this is imported, 
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since the context yields nothing else than the fulfilment of duty 
meant by the axpiBas mepimareiv; hence we have not, with 
Harless, to interpret it of the right moment “ for letting the 
light of correction break in upon the darkness of sin” (comp. 
Michaelis and Rosenmiiller), which would be to revert, at 
variance with the context, to the topic of the &Xey&ıs already 
ended. Luther! incorrectly renders: “ Suit yourselves to the 
time.” That would be dovrevew TO Kaipe, Rom. xii. 11. 
Similarly also Grotius (comp. Hammond): “ quovis labore ac 
verborum honestis obsequiis vitate pericula et diem de die 
ducite.” Comp. Bengel, who compares Amos v. 13, and under- 
stands the prudent letting the evil day pass over “ quiescendo 
vel certe modice agendo,” whereby the better time is purchased, 
in order to make the more use thereof. In opposition to 
Grotius and Bengel, it may be urged that this alleged mode 
of the e&ayopageıv tov Karpov is not mentioned by Paul, but 
imported by the expositor, and that the counsel of such a 
trimming behaviour is hardly compatible with the moral 
decision of the apostle, and with his expectation of the 
approaching end of the ai@y otros. We may add that the 
compound éEayop. is not here to be understood as redeem 
(Gal. iii. 13, iv. 5), as eg. Bengel would take it (from the 
power of evil men), and Calvin (from the devil), seeing that the 
context does not suggest such reference ; but the ex in the 
composition is intensive, and denotes what is entire, utter, as 
also in Plut. Crass. 2; Polyb. iii. 42. 2; Dan. ii. 8. — örı ai 
nuépat movnpai eicı] supplies a motive for the e&ay. T. kaıp., 
jor the days, the present times, are evil, for moral corruption 
is now in vogue. So much the more must it intimately 
concern you as Christians (for how exalted is their task above 
the wickedness of the present time! Phil. ii. 15, iii. 20) tov 
kaıpov Ee£ayopateodaı. DBeza, Flacius, Grotius, Hammond, 
Rosenmiiller, and others refer rovmpai to the misfortune of 
the time (Gen. xlvii 9; Ps. xlix. 6 [5]); but the context 
opposes the moral bearing of the Christian to the immoral 
condition of the time. According to de Wette’s here very 
unfounded scepticism, the writer is indistinct and hesitating, 
because he is bringing Col. iv. 5 into another connection. 


1 Who in earlier editions had rightly : release the time. 
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Ver. 17. 4ia todtTo] Because ye ought so to walk as is 
said in vv. 15, 16, of which ye as @bpoves (whose walk, in 
fact, cannot be wise) would be incapable. Others: because the 
times are evil (Menochius, Zanchius, Estius, et al., including 
Rückert, Matthies, and de Wette). But the örı ai a. mov, 
eto was only a subsidiary thought subservient to the ayopa£. 
T. kaıp., and affords no suitable reason for the following exhor- 
tations. — pa yiveode] not: be not, but become not. — adpoves] 
devoid of intelligence, imprudentes, i.e. “ qui mente non recte 
utuntur” (Tittmann, Synon. p. 143), namely, for the moral 
understanding of the will of Christ, as here the contrast 
teaches. Comp. on ¢povyors, i. 8. The doodoe of ver. 15 
is a higher notion than @bpoves, which latter denotes the 
want of practical understanding, the opposite of &povınos 
(Plat. Gorg. p. 498 B; Xen. Mem. ii. 3. 1; comp. Rom. ii. 20; 
1 Cor. xv. 36; Luke xi. 40, xii. 20). Every ddpwv is also 
dcodos, but the daobos may yet be dpovipos (Luke xvi. 8), 
namely, for immoral ends and means, which here the context 
excludes. See also the following contrast. — ouviovres] 
understanding, more than yırworovres. Comp. Grotius, and 
see on Col. i. 9.— 70 Ger. tod xup.] of Christ. Comp. Acts 
3x1 44 1 Cor dy, 19: 

Ver. 18. Kat] and in particular, to mention a single 
vice, which would belong to a¢poovvn. — un pebion. olive] 
become not drunken through wine, which stands opposed to the 
allowable use of wine, without our having on that account to 
seek here a reference to Montanism (Schwegler). To conclude, 
however, from ver. 19 that excess at the Agapae is meant 
(1 Cor. xi 21), as Koppe and Holzhausen maintain (comp. 
also de Wette), is quite arbitrary ; inasmuch as neither in the 
preceding nor following context is there any mention made 
of the Agapae, and this special abuse, the traces of which in 
the N. T. are, moreover, only to be found in Corinth, would 
have called for a special censure.—ev © éoTw dowria] 
deterring remark. €v ® does not apply to olv@ alone, as 
Schoettgen holds (whose Rabbinical passages therefore, as 
Bammidb. rabba, f. 206, 3: “ubicunque est vinum, thi est 
immunditia,’ are not to the point here), but to the wedv- 
oreodaı ocivw: wherein is contained debauchery, dissolute 
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behaviour. A vivid description of the grosser and more 
refined aowria may be seen in Cicero, de Fin. ii. 8. On 
the word itself (in its literal sense wnsaveableness), see 
Tittmann, Synon. p. 152; Lobeck, Paralip. I. p. 559. A 
more precise limitation of the sense (Jerome understands 
lascivious excess, as also Hammond, who thinks of the Bac- 
chanalia) is without warrant in the text.— adda mdAnpotabe 
ev mvevpati| but become full by the Spirit. The imperative 
passive finds its explanation in the possibility of resistance to 
the Holy Spirit and of the opposite fleshly endeavour ; and ev 
is instrumental, as ati. 23; Phil.iv. 19. The contrast lies 
not in oivos and mvedua (Grotius, Harless, Olshausen, and 
others), because otherwise the text must have run p17 olvo 
peOvcK., addr’ Ev mveüuuarı mAnp., but in the two states—that 
of intoxication and that of inspiration. This opposition is only 
in appearance strange (in opposition to de Wette), and has its 
sufficient ground in the excitement of the person inspired and 
its utterances (comp. Acts ii. 13). 

Ver. 19. Accompanying definition to the just required 
“ being filled by the Spirit,” as that with which this Aare 
Eavrois wadpots x«.7.X. is to be simultaneously combined as 
its immediate expression : so that ye speak to one another through 
psalms and hymns and spiritual songs. What a contrast with 
the preceding &v @ éotw dowria! Comp. Col. iii. 16.-— 
AadovvTes Eavrois] not meditantes vobiscum (Morus, Michaelis), 
but it denotes the reciprocal speaking (€avtots, in the sense of 
aAANAoıs, as iv. 32, to each other), the oral interchange of 
thoughts and feelings, which—just because the condition is 
that of being filled by the Spirit—does not make use of the 
conversational language of ordinary life, or even of drunken 
passion, but of psalms, etc., as the means of mutual communi- 
cation (dativus instrumentalis ; Luther incorrectly renders: 
about psalms'). That, however, the apostle is here speaking 
of actual worship in the narrower sense (Olshausen), is assumed 
in opposition to the context, since the contrast un nefvar. 
oivo, aAAa Typ. ev mv. does not characterize the AaXeiv 
Eavrois as taking place in worship, although in itself it is not 


ı Pliny, Ep. x. 97: “Carmen Christo quasi Deo dicunt secum invicem” 
(tzvrois). 
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denied that in worship too the inspired antiphonal singing 
took place. See 1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26; Niceph. Call. xii. 8: 
THY TOV avrıdavwv avvndeav dvwOev aToaTONWY 1) ExKANTIA 
mapeXaße! The distinction between YaAyuos and vuvos 
consists in this, that by yaAu. Paul denotes a religious song in 
general bearing the character of the O. T. psalms, but by üur. 
specially a song of pruise (Plat. Legg. iii. p. 700 B, opposed to 
@phvos), and that, in accordance with the context, addressed to 
Christ (ver. 19) and God (ver. 20). Properly yadpos (which 
originally means the making the cithara sound) is a song in 
general, and that indeed as sung to a stringed instrument (see 
Spanheim, ad Callim. p. 55); but in the N. T. the character 
of the psalm is determined by the psalms of the O. T., so called 
kat é€oynv (1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26; Jas. v.13). According to 
Harless, the two words are not different as regards their con- 
tents, but YaAuois is the expression of the spiritual song for 
the Jewish-Christians, bpvets for the Gentile-Christians. An 
external distinction in itself improbable, and very arbitrary, 
since the special signification of Üuvos, song of praise, is 
thoroughly established, and yadpos also was a word very 
current in Greek, which—as well in itself as more especially 
with regard to its sense established in Christian usage in 
accordance with the conception of the O. T. psalms—could not 
but be equally intelligible for the Gentile-Christians as for the 
Jewish-Christians. See also Rudelb. in the Zeitschr. f. Luth. 
Theol. 1855, 4, p. 634 f. According to Olshausen, wadpoi 
are here the psalms of the O. T., which had passed over from 
the synagogue into the use of the ehurch. But worship is not 
spoken of here; and that the Christians, filled by the Spirit, 
improvised psalms, is clear from 1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26. Such 
Christian psalms and hymns are meant, as the Spirit gave 
them to be uttered (Acts ii. 4, x. 46, xix. 6),—phenomena 
doubtless, which, like the operations of the Spirit generally 
in the first age of the church, are withdrawn from our special 
cognizance. — Kal wöals mvevy.| Inasmuch as @d7 may be 
any song, even secular, 7vevpatixais is here added, so that by 

1 A collection of church-hymns is of course not even remotely to be thought of 


in our passage ; and it is to go in quest of a reason for suspecting our Epistle, 
when, with Schwegler, the mention of YaAmoi x.r.2. is designated as surprising. 
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@oais mvevp. is denoted the whole genus, of which the Wadpor 
and ÜUuvo, were species. mvevmarıkats defines the songs as 
proceeding from the Holy Spirit, as deomveborovs. Pind. Ol. iii. 
18: Oevpopor viccovt Em ävdpwmovs dowai. It is to be 
observed, moreover, that Paul does not require a constant 
Rarely Eavrois Yadmols x.7.r. on the part of his readers, but, 
in contradistinction to the heathen aowria in drunkenness, as 
that which is to take place among the Christians instead of 
drunken revelry with its dissolute doings. — The cumula- 
tion arp. k. buy. K. od. mv. belongs to the animated and 
urgent style of discourse. See Bornemann, Schol. in Lue. 
p. xxviii. f. Comp. also Lobeck, Paralip. I. p. 60 f. — aöovres 
Kal Wadddovtes Ev TH Kapd. tu. TO Kupiw] co-ordinate with the 
preceding AaNovrTes x.7.r., containing another singing of praise, 
namely, that which goes on in the silence of the heart. The 
point of difference lies in ev tals xapd. ty., as contradistin- 
guished from the preceding Eavrois. Usually this second 
participial clause is regarded as subordinate to the previous 
one; it is held to affirm that that reciprocal singing of praise 
must take place not merely with the mouth, but also in the 
heart (TH kapdia Wadrew 0 un movoy Tiy YAOTTaY kıvav, GAA 
Kal Tov vodv els TV TOY eyouévwv KaTavonow S.eyelpwr, 
Theodoret). But how could it have occurred to Paul here to 
enter such a protest against mere lip-praise, when he, in fact, 
represents the psalm-singing, etc., as the utterance of the being 
filled by the Spirit, and makes express mention of mvevpa- 
rıkals dais, in which case, at any rate, the thought of a 
mere singing with the mouth was of itself excluded. The 
right view is found substantially in Riickert (who, neverthe- 
less, already here imports an “ always”), Harless, Olshausen, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Schenkel. — r® xupiw] to Christ, ver. 20. 

Ver. 20. A third modal definition to the mAnpovcde Ev 
mveuuarı, likewise co-ordinate with the two preceding ones, 
bringing into prominence—after the general singing of praise, 
etc., of ver. 19, which is to take place as well audibly as in 
the heart—further, and in particular, the thanksgiving, which 
the readers have always for all things to render to God. — 
mavtote| This always is not to be pressed; see on 1 Cor. i. 4; 
in accordance with Uol. iii. 17, at all action in word and work. 


ho 
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Observe, however, that wdvrote is only introduced at this 
point; for not the ddewv and wardrew, but certainly, amidst 
the constant consciousness of the divine manifestations of 
grace, thanksgiving also, like prayer in general, may and 
ought to belong to the constant activity of the Christian life. 
Comp. vi. 18; Rom., xii. 12; Col. iv. 2; 1 Thess, warr 
For the emphatic juxtaposition wavrote imép mavtwv, comp. 
2 Cor. ix. 8, and see Lobeck, Paralip. I. p. 56. This ravrwv 
is not masculine (Theodoret), but neuter, and relates, in accord- 
ance with the context, to all Christian blessings. To understand 
it of all that happens to us, even including sufferings, as is done 
by Chrysostom,’ Jerome, Erasmus, and many, including Meier, 
Olshausen, Baumgarten - Crusius, and de Wette, is foreign 
to the connection, yet doubtless the Christian raparımaıs 
and joy in suffering belong thereto. — év ovou. Tod Kupiov 
K.7.r.] not ad honorem Christi (Flatt), but: so that what is 
embraced in the name Jesus Christ (“per quem omnia nobis 
obtingunt,” Bengel) is the element, in which your grateful 
consciousness moves in the act of thanksgiving. Comp. Col. 
iii. 17; John xiv. 18. As regards subject matter, ev Xpuct@ 
(iii. 21) would be different, and dsa Xpıierod (Rom. vil. 25) 
similar. — 78 Oew kat marpi] See on i. 3; 2 Cor. i. 3; 1 Cor. 
xv. 24. The referring of warpi to Christ, the Son (Erasmus, 
Estius, Harless, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others), is more in 
keeping with the connection (év ovöuarı «.r.X.) than the render- 
ing: our Father (Zanchius, Riickert, Matthies, and others). 
Ver. 21£? The words broraso. aAAnA. ev 60ß® Xp. still 
belong to ver. 20 (so Lachmann, Tischendorf, Bleek), parallel 
to the evxapıcrovvres «.7.r., adding to this relation towards 
God the mutual relation towards one another. Then begins with 
ai yuvaixes a new section, into the first precept of which we 
have to take over the verb from the trrotaccopuevor just used, 
namely, Umordooeode (Elzevir) or vrotaccécbwoav (Lach- 
mann). Calvin, Zanchius, Koppe, Flatt, Meier, Matthies, and 
! Chrysostom, in fact, includes even hell therein, the contemplation of which 
is for us a check of fear and thus very salutary. 
2 A more sublime, more ideal regulation of the married state is not conceivable 
than that which is here set forth by the apostle, vv. 21-33, and yet it is one 


Which has flowed from the living depth of the Christian consciousness, and 
lence is practically applicable to all concrete relations, 
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others (comp. also Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 183), incorrectly 
hold that the participle is to be taken imperatively ; in that 
case an éoré to be supplied in thought must, as in Rom. 
xii. 9, have been suggested by the context. Olshausen quite 
arbitrarily proposes that we supply mentally: “are all be- 
lievers.” If the new section was to begin with dotacc., then 
vmoraoo. adr. ev d. Xp. would have to be regarded as an 
absolutely prefixed general attribute, to which the special one 
afterwards to be adduced would be subordinate (“inasmuch 
as ye subject yourselves in the fear of Christ, the wives ought,” 
etc.). It would not militate against this view, that in the 
sequel only the ümora£ıs of the wives follows, while the taxon 
of the children and servants, in chap. vi, can no longer be 
brought into connection with our brotaccdpevot. For often 
with the classical writers also, after the prefixing of such 
absolute nominatives, which have reference to the whole 
collectively, the discourse passes only over to one part (not 
to several); see particularly Nägelsbach, 2. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 
385 f£ But against it may be urged the consideration that 
ai yuvaixes has no special verb; such a verb, and one correla- 
tive as to notion with totacc., could not but be associated 
with it. — On the thought vroraoceodaı aAANAoıSs, comp. 
1 Pet. v. 5; Clem. Cor. i. 38.—év doß® Xpıicrod] is the 
fundamental disposition, in which the Umoraooeodaı aAANAoıs 
is to take place. And Christ is to be feared as the judge. 
Comp. 2 Cor. v. 11; 1 Cor. x. 22. — Tots idioıs avöpacıv] to 
their own husbands. Without being misunderstood, Paul 
might have written merely tots avöpacıv, but iöloıs serves to 
make the obligation of the bmoracoecdaı Tots avöpacıv palp- 
able in its natural necessity ; for what a wife is she, who refuses 
obedience to her own husband ! So also Stobaeus, S. 22: Ocava 

. Epwrnbeica, Ti mp@Tov eln yuvatkl, TO TO idiw, Epn, apé- 
oxew avöpi. Throughout the N. T. iösos never stands in place 
of the mere possessive pronoun, but has always, as also with 
the Greeks, an emphasis to be derived from the connection, 
even at Matt. xxii. 5, xxv. 14 (see in loc.); 1 Pet. ii.1; and 
Tit. ü. 5 (where the relation is as in our passage). This in 
opposition to Winer, p. 139 [E. T. 192], and at the same 
time in opposition to Harless and Olshausen, who (comp. also 

MrEYER—EPH. L 
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Dorville, ad Charit. p. 452) see in o löios dvjp nothing more 
than a designation which has become usual for the husband. 
From the very context, in itself 0 avjp is husband (Hom. Od. 
xix. 294; Matt.i.16). That which, on the other hand, Bengel 
finds in idioıs: “ etiamsi alibi meliora viderentur habere con- 
silia,” is imported.-— @s T® kupio] By this is not meant the 
husbands (Thomas Aquinas, Semler), which must have been 
tots Kupiows, but Christ, and ws expresses the mode of view in 
which the wives are to regard their obedience towards the hus- 
bands, namely, as rendered to the Lord ; comp. vi. 6, 7. For the 
husband (see what follows) stands in relation to the wife not 
otherwise than as Christ to the church ; in the conjugal relation 
the husband is the one who represents Christ to the wife, 
in so far as he is head of the wife, as Christ is the Head of 
the church. To find in ws the mere relation of resemblance 
(“uxoris erga maritum officia similia quodammodo sunt ofievis 
Christianorum erga Christum,’ Koppe) is erroneous on account 
of what follows; the passage must have run in the form @s 
N EkkAnoia T@® Kupiw, Which Erasmus has imported into his 
paraphrase: “non aliter, quam ecclesia subdita est Domino 
Jesu.” We may add that the view of Michaelis—that here 
and Col. iii. 18 the teachings as to marriage are directed 
against errors of the Essenes (comp. 1 Tim. iv. 3)—is the more 
to be regarded as a fiction, inasmuch as Paul is speaking not of 
the propriety of marriage, but of the duties of the married life. 
Vv. 23, 24. “Ore avnp ... exkAmolas] Reason assigned 
for the @s 7 xupim just demanded. For the husband is in 
the marriage relation the same as Christ is in relation to the 
church; the former, like the latter, is the head. — avyp] a 
husband is head of his wife ; hence avnp is without, and yuvarkos 
with the article. — s xai] as also with Christ the relation of 
being Head exists, namely, in regard to the church. — adros 
0 owrHp Tod cwpaTtos]| is usually taken as apposition to o 
Xpiorös,! according to which aurös would take up the subject 
again with special emphasis (Schaefer, Melet. p. 84; Bern- 
hardy, p. 283): “ He, the Saviour of the body,’ He who makes 
1 Holzhausen (comp. already Chrysostom) has again referred airés to the hus- 


band, who is called cwrhp rod eaparos in comparison with Christ, inasmuch as 
the being of the wife is conditioned by the husband. Incorrectly, since ne 
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His body, @.e. the church, of which He is the Head, partaker 
of the Messianic cwtnpia (“merito et efficacia,’ Calovius). 
But while there is not here apparent from the connection any 
purpose, bearing on the matter in hand, for such an emphatic 
description,’ there may be urged against it the following aAAa, 
which, if it is not placed in combination with adrés 6 cor. 
T. oop., admits of no logical explanation. Usually, it is true, 
this aAXa is taken syllogistically (so Beza, Grotius, and others, 
including Matthies, Olshausen, de Wette). But the syllogistic 
aAXa, and that in the Greek writers combined with pv, is em- 
ployed for the introduction of the propositio minor (Apollon. 
Alex. in Beck, Anecd. II. p. 518, 839; Hartung, Partikell. 
II. p. 384; Fritzsche, ad Rom. v. 14; Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 63); whereas here we should have the conclusio, and we 
should thus have to take a\Aa, in accordance with its usage 
as breaking off (“argumentorum enarrationem aut aliam cogi- 
tationem abrumpit et ad rem ipsam, quae sit agenda, vocat,” 
Klotz, ic. p. 5; comp. Hermann, ad Viger. p. 812; Ellendt, 
Lex. Soph. I. p. 78), for @oTre, against which, however, mili- 
tates the fact that the sentence assigning a reason, OTs avnp 
x.7.., has already fulfilled its destined object (ver. 22), so that 
it could not occur to any reader to seek in the adversative aAXa 
an inference from this reason-assigning clause. If Paul had 
reader could refer zörös to any other subject than to the one immediately pre- 
ceding, 6 Xperös, and since it was intelligible to describe the church doubtless, 
but not the wife, as +d cape (without further addition). Nor is cwrap ever 
employed in the N. T. otherwise than of Christ or God. 

1 For the view, that hereby a reminder is given to husbands of the fact, which is 
often forgotten by them, that they (see ver. 29) ought to make their wives truly 
happy (Erasm., Beza, Grotius, Estius, and others, including Riickert, Meier, 
Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius ; comp. also Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11. 2, p. 134 f.), 
is inadmissible, since the instructions for husbands begin only with ver. 25. Har- 
less remarks : ‘‘ Inasmuch as the apostle finds the obedience of marriage, realized 
in it by the wife, also in the relation of the church to Christ, he shows imme- 
diately the ground of this peculiar relation in the manifestation of the gracious 
power of the Lord by redemption.” But in this way the question as to the 
reason determining this addition is not answered, and the gracious power of the 
Lord is, in fact, not denoted by the simple cwz7p. Olshausen (so already Piscator) 
thought that airds 6 cwrnp rod cou. had merely the design of setting forth Christ 
more distinctly in the character of x:g¢«a%, inasmuch as it designates the church 
as the eaua which He rules. But it is not rod caparos that has the emphasis; 


and x:~arn ris txxa., spoken of Christ, needed no elucidation, least of all in 
this Epistle. 
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wished again to infer, from ver. 23, that which is proved by 
this verse, he would have written odv or the metabatic de. 
Besides this, however, ver. 24, as an inference from ver. 23, 
would contain a very superfluous prolixity of the discourse, 
inasmuch as the contents of ver. 24 was already so fully given 
by the thought of ver. 23 attached to what precedes by 
means of örı, that we could not but see here a real logical 
pleonasm, such as we are not accustomed to meet with in the 
writings of the concise and sententious Paul. According to 
Winer, p. 400 [E. T. 565], ver. 24 is meant to continue and 
conclude the argument, so that ver. 23 proves the os To 
xupio from the position of Christ and the husband, while 
ver. 24 proves it from the demand implied in this position, 
and hence add amounts ultimately to the sense: “ but 
then, which is the main thing.” But even in this way only a 
continuing 6é, autem, and not the adversative aAAa, at, would 
be quite in accordance with the thought. When, moreover, it 
is assumed, with Rückert, Harless, Bleek, that add, after the 
intermediate thought avrds 6 owr. T. o., is used as breaking off 
and leading back to the theme (see Hartung, /.c. II. p. 37), 
it is self-evident that the brief clause abrös 6 owt. T. o.— 
introduced, moreover, only as apposition—has not at all in- 
terrupted the development, and consequently has not given 
occasion for such a leading back to the theme.’ Hofmann 
finally takes aAXa as repelling a possible objection, and to this 
effect: “But even where the husband is not this (namely, one who 
makes happy, as like Christ he ought to be) to his wife, that 
subordination nevertheless remains,’ etc. But in this way the 
very thought, upon which everything is held to turn, is purely 
read into the passage. In view of all that has been said, I (and 
Schenkel agrees with me in this) cannot take abrös 0 gar. T. 
co. as apposition, but only as an independent proposition, and 
I understand @)Ad in its ordinary adversative sense, namely, 
thus: “ He for His person, He and no other, is the Saviour of 
the body ; but this relation, which belongs exclusively to Him- 
self, does not take away the obligation of obedience on the part 

1 And how would Paul have returned to his theme? He would have said 


again, in another form, in ver. 24, that which he had just said in ver. 23! 
After so short a clause as aires 6 cwr. r. ¢., What an un-Pauline diffuseness ! 
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cf the wives towards their husbands, nay, rather, as the church 
obeys Christ, so must also the wives obey their husbands in every 
respect.” The right view was already perceived by Calvin, when 
on account of the adversative aAAa he proposed the explana- 
tion :' “ Habet quidem id peculiare Christus, quod est servator 
ecclesiae, nihilominus sciant mulieres, sibi maritos praeesse, 
Christi exemplo, utcunque pari gratia non polleant.” Comp. also 
Bengel, who aptly remarks: “ Vir autem non est servator uxoris; 
in eo Christus excellit ; hine sed sequitur.”... What Hofmann 
objects is quite irrelevant; for the thought, that Christ is Saviour 
of the body, is not superfluous, but has its significant bearing in 
the contrast which follows; and Paul had not to write „u@v 
instead of Tod owyuaros with a view to clearness, since Christ 
was, in fact, just designated as «edaAn; consequently nothing 
was now more natural and clear than the designation of believers 
by Tod owuaros, the correlative of kedaAn. The objection of 
Reiche, that abros comes in asyndetically, can have no weight 
in the case of Paul especially, and of his brief and terse moral 
precepts (see immediately ver. 28, and comp. in particular Rom. 
xii. 9 fl). — ai yuvaixes] sc. brotaccécOwoav. See ver. 22. — 
ev mavri] in which case it is presupposed that the command- 
ing on the part of the husbands is in keeping with their posi- 
tion as representing Christ towards the wife. ‘Qs evaeßecı 
vouoder@v mpooTedeıke TO ev mavri, Theodoret. 

Ver. 25. If the duty of the wives was dmoracoecdaı 
Tos avöpacıv os T@ Kvpiq, that of the husband is: ayamwäre 
Tas yuvalkas, kabws Kal 0 Xptotos «.7.X., a love, therefore, 
which is ready to undergo even death out of affection for the 
wife. “Si omnia rhetorum argumenta in unum conjicias, 
non tam persuaseris conjugibus dilectionem mutuam, quam 
hic Paulus,’ Bugenhagen. — rail éavtov maped. «.7.r.] A 
practical proof of the yyarnce Comp. ver. 2. What giving 
up is meant (namely, that wnto death) is obvious of itself here, 
where no definition is added to rapeö. ; Gal. ii. 20 ; Rom. iv. 25. 

Ver. 26. Aim, which Christ had in view in giving up Him- 
self for the church, and therewith continued statement of the 

! He did not, however, himself give it the preference, but erroneously took 


@rra as ceterum, and in zörös 6 owr. r. o. found the thought: ‘‘ita nihil esse 
mulieri utilius nec magis salubre, quam ut marito subsit.” 
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pattern of love given by Him. — va adr. ay. x...) “ in order 
to sanctify it, after having cleansed it through the bath of water, 
by means of the word” In His sacrificial death, namely, 
Christ’s intention with regard to His future church had 
this aim, that, after having by baptism brought about for 
its members the forgiveness of their pre-Christian sins, He 
would make it partaker of Christian-moral holiness by means 
of the gospel. That cleansing is the negative side of that, 
which Christ contemplated with regard to His church in His 
death, and this sanctification by means of the gospel constantly 
influencing the baptized is the positive side; the former the 
antecedens, the latter the consequens; and both are caused 
by the atoning death, which is the causa meritoria of the 
forgiveness of sins brought about by means of baptism, and 
the contents of the gospel as the word of the cross. The 
sanctifying influence of the latter is the efficacy of the Holy 
Spirit, who works by means of the gospel (vi. 17); but the 
Holy Spirit is subject to Christ (2 Cor. iii. 18), and Christ 
also communicates Himself in the Spirit to men’s hearts 
(Rom. viii. 9 f.); hence it is said with justice that Christ 
sanctifies the church through the word (comp. also ii. 21), in 
which case it is self-evident to the Christian consciousness 
that the operative principle therein is the Spirit operating by 
means of the word. The Vulgate translates xadap. mundans, 
and Zanchius says: “modum exprimit, quo eam sanctificet.” 
So, too, Harless, who holds ayıaon and xa@apicas not to be 
different notions, but the latter to be a more precise definition 
of the former, which signifies purum reddere a culpa peccati. 
The «orist participle would not be opposed to this view, 
because it could express that which is coincident in point of 
time with ayidon (see on 1. 9); but it is opposed by the fact 
that ev pyyarte cannot be joined to xadapicas (see below), but 
sanctification by the word must of necessity be something 
other than the cleansing by baptism, as also at 1 Cor. vi. 11 
(comp. Acts ii. 38, xxii, 16), the cleansing by means of 
baptism (ameAovcaode) precedes the sanctification (Nylac- 
Onre).' Comp. Tit. iii. 5-7. Hofmann, II. 2, p. 135, would, 


!In Act. Thom. p. 40 f.: xarauıkov airods eis rnv chy woiuyny xabapioas airovs Ev 
Ty oH Aovapa x.7.A., the act of the xaréuitoy x.7.A., is (in opposition to Harless) 
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in opposition to the simple and clear course of the represen- 
tation, combine xadapioas x«.7.. with the following iva 
mapactyon, but for the invalid reason that afterwards rv 
ErkAnolav is repeated, and not the mere auryv used. As if 
Paul might not have used the mere avTnv even with this 
combination! And how often do all writers repeat the noun 
with emphasis (so here), or for the sake of perspicuity, instead 
of using the pronoun! Comp. on iv. 16.—7T@ Aovrp@ Tod 
vdatos] (genitive materiac) denotes the well-known bath of 
water kat’ é£€oyyv, which is administered by baptism. We 
have thus here not simply an allusion to baptism (Grotius, 
Homberg), but a designation of the same (comp. Tit. ili. 5; 
1 Cor. vi. 11), and an allusion to the bath of the bride before 
the wedding day; see on ver. 27.— év fnuarı] belongs to 
dytaon (comp. John xvii. 17), but is not placed immediately 
after it, because the two verbal definitions dyidon and 
kadapicas, and again the two instrumental definitions To 
Aovrp® Tov VdaTos and Ev prjyati, are intended to stand 
together, whereby the structure of the discourse is arranged 
of set purpose conformably to the sense and with emphatic 
distinctness. pnpa is the gospel, To phwa ths miotews, Rom. 
x. 8, comp. 17, Eph. vi. 17, Heb. vi. 5, and here stands 
without an article, because it, denoting the word kar’ éfoyny, 
could be treated like a proper noun, such as vopos, xapıs, and 
the like. The connecting of ev pj. with ayıden is followed 
also by Jerome, Castalio, Calovius, Morus, Rosenmiiller, Winer, 
p. 125 [E. T. 172], Riickert, Bisping, Bleek." Others, how- 
ever, join it to T@ AovTp@ Tod vdaros (Luther: “by the water- 
bath in the word”), in which case they understand by prua 


conceived of as immediately subsequent to the act of the xafapiras x.7.2. The 
Fathers, too, separate the cleansing and the sanctifying of the person who 
receives baptism. So eg. Justin Martyr, de resurrect. in Grabe, Spicil. II. 
p. 189. Tertull. de resurrect. 8: “Caro abluitur, ut anima emaculetur ; caro 
ungitur, ut anima consecretur.” Cypr. ad Donat. de gratia, p. 3: ““ Undae 
genitalis auxilio superioris aevi labe detersa in expiatum pectus serenum desuper 
se lumen infudit,” ete. 

1 Against de Wette’s objections is to be observed, (1) that, according to Rom. 
x. 8, 17, faze can certainly be taken as the gospel ; (2) that sanctification is 
wrought indeed through the Spirit, but the Spirit is mediated through the 
gospel, Gal. iii. 5; (3) that the order of the words is not forced, but purposely 
chosen. 
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either the baptismal formula (Chrysostom: év pyyate tote ; 
Ev Ovonarı Tod TaTpos Kal TOD vio Kal TOD aylov TvEvpaTOS ; 
comp. Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Ambrosiaster, 
Menochius, Calovius, Flatt, de Wette, and others), or the 
divine precept (“lavationem ... nitentem divino mandato,” 
Storr), or the divine promise (“qua vis et usus signi expli- 
catur,” Calvin; comp. Michaelis, Knapp, Tychsen), or “lavacro 
invocatione divini nominis efficaci” (Erasmus), or the gospel 
(Augustine, Estius, Flatt, Holzhausen, and others), or the 
divine power and efficacy in the word of truth, so that Ev 
pnparı is equivalent to ev mvevpate (! Olshausen). But all 
these explanations break down in presence of the fact, that we 
should need to read t@ Aovrp® Tod VdaTos TO, OT TOD Ev Prn., 
since neither To Aovrpov nor TO Üöwp admits of being joined 
into unity of idea with ev pryyate (such as ai EvroAai Ev 
Soypact, ii. 15, or 9 mioris év Xp. or the like); as well as 
of the fact, that the special interpretations of pjua, except that 
of gospel, are purely invented. Others have combined ev pry. 
with xafapicas (Syriac, which inserts cai before Ev pnp. ; 
Bengel, Baumgarten, Matthies, Harless, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Hofmann; perhaps also Beza and Calvin; Meier is quite 
indistinct), in which case likewise év pu. has been explained 
by some of the words of the institution and their promise 
(Baumgarten), by others of the gospel (Syriac, Bengel: “in 
verbo est vis mundifica, et haec exseritur per lavacrum,” 
comp. Matthies and Baumgarten-Crusius, as also Schenkel), 
while Harless translates: “by way of utterance, by way of 
promise,’ which can refer only to the promise given with the 
institution ; and Hofmann: with a word, which is alleged to 
mean: so that He uttered His effective will, that it should become 
clean. But it is altogether arbitrary, since kadapicas already 
has a modal definition, to attach ev pnwarı thereto in addition, 
and on the other hand to leave adyidon isolated, although év 
py. can very suitably as regards sense be attached to ayıden ; 
further, that which cleanses, ic. that which not merely 
symbolically represents the cleansing (Schenkel), but does 
away with the pre-Christian guilt of sin, is baptism,’ comp. 

! This also in opposition to Theile in Winer’s £xeget. Stud. p. 187 : iv piyars 
is a sort of correction of ra Aourpa rod Wares, 
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also 1 Pet. iii. 21, Acts ii. 38, xxii. 16, and not the pjua, 
whether we understand thereby the gospel or the words of 
the institution ; lastly, the sense by “ way of promise” Paul 
would have known how to express otherwise than in so 
indefinite and enigmatic a manner, such as, possibly, by 
kat érayyediav, Gal. iii. 29; as, indeed, also the sense 
understood by Hofmann could not have been more indis- 
tinctly conveyed than by the bare év pyar. Grotius com- 
bines ev fnparı with xadap., but supplies ws before ev Ta 
Aovrp@: “verbo suo quasi balneo.” As if one could simply 
thus supply ws! Lastly, Koppe is quite wrong in holding that 
Ev prparı iva is in accordance with the Hebrew ws 127 by 
nothing more than the bare (va. Not even the LXX. have 
translated thus barbarously ! 

Ver. 27. Aim of the dyidon Ev Pnparı, and so final aim 
of the Eavrov mapédmxev ümep auris, to be realized at the 
Parousia. Comp. on 2 Cor. xi. 2. mapaotnon is already 
rightly referred to the time of the consummatio saeculi by 
Augustine, Jerome, Primasius, Thomas, Beza, Estius, Calovius, 
and others, including Flatt, Riickert, de Wette, Schenkel, 
Bleek ; while the Greek Fathers, Lyra, Cajetanus, Bucer, Wolf, 
Bengel, and others, including Harless and Hofmann, p. 136, 
think of an act of Christ in the aiwy odtos, and many others 
do not at all declare their views with regard to the time. 
But if ba mapact. x.7.r. is not to apply to the time of 
the Parousia, it must either be taken as the design of the 
kadapicas (Bengel), or as a parallel to ta aurmv dayıden 
(Harless). The former is not admissible, because Ev pnparı, 
which itself belongs to dysaon (see on ver. 26), stands 
between; nor yet is the latter, because dyidon does not denote 
the same thing with xadapicas (see on ver. 26), but the making 
holy through the word; and this making holy cannot from 
its nature be parallel to the momentary act of presenting of the 
church as a glorious and spotless one, but can only be ante- 

1 What Hofmann, II. 2, p. 191, oddly enough adduces by way of elucidation : 
‘* As the husband by the word, which expresses his will to make a woman his 
wife, takes away from her the reproach of her virgin state (comp. Isa. iv. 1 ; 
1 Cor. vii. 36), so has Christ done for the church,” drags in something entirely 


foreign to the matter, and, indeed, something very unsuitable, as though the 
church were thought of as wapetvos ümipaxwns | 
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cedent, so that this presentation must be the final result of the 
sanctifying which has already taken place through the word. 
— rapaoınom] might set forth, present, coram sisteret, namely, 
as His bride. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 2. The view of Harless, that 
the church is conceived of not as bride, but as spotless offering 
(on rapaor. comp. Rom. xii. 1), is opposed to the context, 
and incorrect also on account of éavt@, by which, in fact, 
there would result the conception that Christ presents the 
offering to Himself. No, the union of Christ with His church 
at the Parousia, in order to confer upon it Messianic blessed- 
ness, is conceived of by Paul (as also by Christ Himself, Matt. 
xxv. 1 ff, comp. Rev. xix. 7 ff.; see also John iii. 29) under 
the figure of the bringing home of a bride, wherein Christ 
appears as the bridegroom and sets forth the bride, «.e. His 
church, as a spotless virgin (the bodily purity is a representa- 
of the ethical) before Himself, after He has already in the 
aiwy ovtos cleansed it by the bath of baptism (ze. blotted out 
the pre-Christian guilt of the church) and sanctified it through 
His word. To deny the reference of xa@apicas x.7.d. and of 
ver. 27 to the circumstances of a wedding, and particularly 
the allusion to the bath to be taken by the bride before the 
wedding-day (Harless, Baumgarten - Crusius, Hofmann, and 
others), is an over-refinement of taste at variance with the 
context.'— The presentation in our passage was referred by 
Kahnis (Abendm. p. 144) to the Lord’s Supper, an application 
which is warranted neither by the context nor by the analogy 
of 2 Cor. xi. 2 and Matt. xxv.— adres éavt@] so that what 
takes place is not therefore as in the case of the bringing home 
of actual brides by others, but Christ Himself, as He gave 


1 It is certainly obvious that this bathing in the case of an actual bride was 
not the business of the bridegroom (as Hofmann objects) ; but in the case of the 
church conceived as the bride the cleansing by the bath of baptism is the act of 
the bridegroom (who in fact does not cause the bride, cleansed and sanctified by 
him, to be presented by others, but presents her to himself), and thus Paul has 
drawn the figure itself in accordance with the state of matters in the reality 
delineated, as indeed frequently figures are modified in accordance with the 
thing to be represented (comp. on Matt. xxv. 1; Gal. iv. 19). If we press the 
figures beyond the tertium comparationis, no one is any longer appropriate.—On 
the Aovrpöv vuugixav (at which xabap. ra Aourpa rov vdaros here glances), comp. 
specially Bos, EZxereitt. p. 185 f. ; Hermann, Privatalterth. § 31, 6; Becker, 
Charicles, ii. p. 460 ff.; as also Buxtorf, Synag. p. 626. 
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Himself to sanctify it, ete., presents the church as bride to Him- 
self at His Parousia, and indeed as €v60 €or, in glorious beauty 
(Luke vii. 25 ; Isa. xxii. 18, a/.), which is with emphasis placed 
before nv ErkAnolav, and subsequently receives by means 
of un Exovoav x.7.X. a detached, more precise negative defi- 
nition specially to be brought into prominence. With regard to 
avTos éavT@, comp. 2 Cor. i. 9; Xen. Mem. iii. 5. 11; Thucyd. 
vi. 40. 3; Krüger, $ 51. 2.12. — omtrov] maculam, comp. 2 Pet. 
ii. 13, a word of the later age of Greek, instead of the Attic 
xnAis. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 28. In the figure is meant 
a corporeal blemish, but in the reality a moral defilement. 
The same is the case with putida, rugam, which occurs only 
here in the N. T., but often in the classical writers, not in 
the LXX. or Apocrypha. Special distinctions as to what is 
intended by the two figures are arbitrary. So eg. Estius 
(after Augustine): omiA. signifies deformitas operis, and put. 
duplicitas intentionis; Grotius: the former applies to the 
carere vitiis, the latter to the vegetos semper esse for good 
(because wrinkles are characteristic of age). — 7 Tı Tov ToLov- 
tov] which belongs to the category of such things, of that 
which disfigures, like spots and wrinkles. — aA’ iva 7 «.r.A.] 
change of the construction, instead of aX’ odoav «K.T.A., as if 
iva pn €xn «.r.\. had been said before. Versatility of the Greek 
mode of thought and expression. See, in general, Matthiae, 
p. 1527 £.; Winer, p. 509 [E. T. 722]; Buttmann, neutest. 
Gr. p. 208 [E. T. 241]. — ayia] the thing signified in place 
of the figure, which would be more congruously expressed by 
ayın (2 Cor. xi. 2). — duwpos] i. 4. Comp. Cant. iv. 7. 
Grotius, at variance with the context, holds that Paul had in 
the case of both expressions thought of: “quales vietimae 
esse debebant in V. T.” 

Ver. 28. Oürws] To refer this, with Meier and Baumgarten- 
Crusius, as also de Wette is disposed to do, to the following 
os (Estius likewise would have it so understood, unless oürws 
kal ot avdpes OdeiAovcıv be read; which, however, is really 
to be read, see the critical remarks), might, doubtless, be 
admissible in itself (see on 1 Cor. iv. 1), but is here quite out 
of place; because oöürws would then have an undue emphasis, 
and the declaration would stand without any inner connection 
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with that which precedes. It relates to what is said from 
kabws Kal o Xpiotds, ver. 25 onwards to ver. 27, and is 
equivalent to: in accordance with this relation, in keeping 
with this holy love of Christ for the church. Comp. Fritzsche, 
ad Rom. I. p. 39; Herm. ad Viger. p. 793. We may add 
that Zanchius, who is followed by Estius and Harless,' is in 
error in saying, “ digressus non nihil ad mysterium, nunc ad 
institutum redit.” There was no digression in what precedes, 
but a delineation of the love of Christ serving as an example 
for the husbands. — @3 Ta &avrov owpara] not: like their own 
bodies,” but: as their own bodies. For Christ loved the church 
not like His body, but as His body, which the church 7s and 
He its head, ver. 23. So is also the husband head of the 
wife, and he is to love the wife as his body— which conception, 
however, does not present the Gnostic notion of the wAjpapa 
(Baur), but, on the contrary, comp. 1 Cor. xi. 3. Schoettgen, 
Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Meier, and others make os Ta éavr. 
o®pata mean nothing more than: like themselves ; but this is 
in itself quite arbitrary and without support from linguistic 
usage, and also utterly inappropriate to the example of Christ, 
since we certainly cannot say of Christ that He loved the 
church like Himself! In the Rabbinical passages, too, as 
Sanhedr. f. 76, 2: “qui uxorem amat wt corpus suum,” etc., 
this ut corpus suum is to be taken literally, and that in 
accordance with the mode of regarding man and wife as one 
flesh. We may add that Paul does not by means of os r. 
€avT. owu. pass over into another figure, or even to another 
view of the subject (Riickert), but already, in the preceding 
description of the love of Christ to the church, his conception 
has been that Christ loves the church, His bride, as His body, 
which conception he now first, in the application, definitely 
indicates, and in vv. 29-31 more particularly elucidates. — 
6 ayaTav Thy éavtod yuvalxa éavtTov ayama] From the duty 

1 Who thinks that Paul is only resuming the simple injunction of ver. 25, 
with the expansion as ra tavrav ewwera. Certainly the main point of the 
precept, ver. 28, lies in those words; but this whole precept is by means of otras 
grounded on what is said from xaéds x. 6 Xp., ver. 25, onward. 

2 Meier ; comp. also Grotius, who here brings in the entirely heterogeneous 


comparison: ‘‘Sicuti corpus est instrumentum animi, ita uxor est instrumentum 
viri ad res domesticas, ad quaerendos liberos.” 
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of loving their own wives @s Ta Eavrav owuara, results— 
inasmuch as in fact according to this the wife belongs essen- 
tially to the proper self of the husband as such—the pro- 
position of conjugal ethics, that the love of one's own wife is 
love of oneself. This proposition Paul lays down, in order to 
treat it more in detail, vv. 29-32, and finally repeat it in the 
form of a direct precept in ver. 33. 

Ver. 29. Tap] assigns the reason of what immediately precedes, 
and that so, that this statement of the reason is intended to 
impel to the exercise of the self-love involved in the love to 
the wife. The connection of the thoughts, namely, is this: 
“ He who loves his own wife, loves himself; for, if he did not 
love her, he would hate his own flesh, which is so repugnant 
to nature that no one has ever yet done it, but rather every 
one does the opposite, as also Christ—and that gives to this 
natural relation the highest consecration—acts with regard to 
the church, because this constitutes the members of His body.” 
— ToT&] ever, not, as Mayerhoff would take it (Koloss. p. 144): 
formerly, in the heathen state, the contrast to which is sup- 
posed to be: but possibly now, under the influence of an 
asceticism directed against marriage—a view, which the present 
tenses that follow ought to have precluded. — tv &avrod aapra] 
capE is here indifferent (comp. Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 425) 
without the conception of what is sinful.’ Paul might have 
written oda instead (Curtius, vi. 1: “ corporibus nostris, 
quae utique non odimus;” Seneca, Ep. 14: “fateor insitam 
nobis esse corporis nostri caritatem”), but chose cdpxa, because 
the idea of the pla cap, which is realized in the married 
state, is already (see ver. 21) present to his mind. — aAX] se. 
éxactos. See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 366 D; ad Symp. 
p. 192 E. — exrpeder] enutrit. The compound form denotes 
the development that is brought about by the nourishing ; 
comp. vi. 4. See the passages in Wetstein. — @adzrec] makes 
it warm, fovet (Vulgate); Goth: “varmeith.” It is thus 
to be taken in its proper signification. Hom. Odyss. xxi. 
179, 184, 246; Xen. Cyr. v. 1. 11; Soph. Phil. 38; also 
Theocr. xiv. 38; Deut. xxii. 6; Job xxxix. 14; 1 Thess. ii. 8. 
Bengel aptly says: “id spectat amictum.” The usual inter- 

1 See also Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sünde, I. p. 54. 
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pretation is: “he fosters it,’ Luther. Without support from 
linguistic usage. — It is, we may add, self-evident that ovdels 
... @vTHY expresses a proposition of experience, the correct- 
ness of which holds as a general rule, and is not set aside 
by exceptional cases. The crucifying of the flesh, however, 
in Gal. v. 24, has regard to the sinful cdp&.— KaOos xai 
0 Xp. tHv ErkAmo.] sc. ertpebeı Kal Padres, which is here, of 
course, to be interpreted metaphorically of the loving operation 
of Christ for the salvation of His church, whose collective 
prosperity He carefully promotes. To bring out by interpreta- 
tion specially two elements (Grotius: “nutrit eam verbo et 
Spiritu, vesitit virtutibus”) is arbitrary. According to Kahnis 
(Abendm. p. 143 f.), Christ nourishes the church as His body 
by the communication of His body in the Supper. But apart 
from the fact that @dadzec does not suit this, there is no 
mention at all of the Lord’s Supper in the whole connection. 
Comp. on 7rapaor., ver. 27, and see on ver. 30 ff. The zadws 
kal o Xp. tTHv ExkA. is the sacred refrain of the whole 
Christian ethics of marriage ; comp. vv. 23, 25. 

Ver. 30. Reason why Christ éxtpépes kaı Padre the church : 
because we are members of His body. wein is prefixed with 
emphasis ; for we are not an accidens, but integral parts of His 
body. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 27. — €k Tis capKos adTod K. éx TOV 
datéwy avTov] More precise definition of the wéAn Tod awuaros 
avrov just said, in order to express this relation as strongly 
as possible: (proceeding) from His flesh and from His bones. 
This form of expression is a reminiscence of Gen. ii. 23,’ where 
Adam expresses the origin of Eve out of his bones and out of 
his flesh,—to which origin the derivative relation of Christians 
to Christ is analogous, of course not physically, but in the 
spiritual, mystical sense, inasmuch as the Christian ewistence 
as such—the specific being and spiritual nature of Christians— 
proceeds from Christ, has in Christ its principle of origination, 

1 This reminiscence the more readily suggested itself to the apostle, not only 
in general, because he was wont to think of Christ as the second Adam (Rom. 
v. 12 ff.), but also specially because he was just treating of the subject of 
marriage. 

2 That Paul should not prefix ix ray örriw», as in Gen. ii. 23, but ix ris capxés, 


was quite naturally suggested to him by ver. 29. The explanation of Bengel is 
arbitrary and far-fetched. 
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as in a physical manner Eve proceeded from Adam. The at 
any rate non-literal expressions are not intended to bear 
minuter interpretation. They do not aflirm that believers are 
produced and taken out of Christ’s glorified body (Gess, Person 
Christi, p. 274 ff.; comp. Bisping), which is already forbidden 
by the expression “flesh and bones.” Rather is the same 
thing intended—only brought, in accordance with the connec- 
tion, into the definite sensuously genetic form of presentation 
suggested by Gen. J.c—which elsewhere is denoted by caw 
krioıs (2 Cor. v. 17; Gal. vi. 15), as well as by &@ 6€ ovdKére 
eyo, En de Ev éwol Xpioros (Gal. ii. 20), by Xpıorov Eveöv- 
caode (Gal. iii. 27), by the relation of the &v wvedua eivaı to 
Christ (1 Cor. vi. 17), and in general by the expressions 
setting forth the Christian raAıyyeveoia.' Comp. the koıwvov 
yiveodaı Yeias bücews, 2 Pet.i. 4. With various modifications 
it has been explained of the spiritual origination from Christ 
already by Chrysostom (who understood the regeneration by 
baptism), Ambrosiaster, Theodoret, Oecumerius (€€ avdtod Se, 
Kado amapyn nuav Earı ths Sevtépas TAdcEWS, BaTrEp EK TOU 
"Adap Sia nv mpornv), Theophylact, Erasmus, Beza, Vorstius 
“spirituali tantum ratione ex ipso Christo quasi procreatos 
esse ”), Calvin (“qui spiritus sui virtute nos in corpus suum 
inserit, ut vitam ex eo hauriamus ”), Calovius, Bengel, Matthies, 
de Wette (who, however, in the second edition, regards the words 
as spurious), Hofmann, Reiche, and others; while, withal, 
Koppe (so also Meier) thought only arctissimam quamlibet 
conjunctionem to be denoted, whereby justice is not done to 
the genetic signification of the ex. Others explained it: in so 
far as we have the same human nature as He. So Irenaeus, 
Jerome, Augustine, Thomas, Michaelis; comp. also Stolz and 
Rosenmüller. Decidedly erroneous, partly because Paul could 
not in this sense say: “ we are of Christ’s flesh and bone,” but 
only the converse: “ Christ is of our flesh and bone” (Rom, 
i. 3,ix. 5; John i. 14); partly because the element of having 
like nature with Christ would apply not merely to Christians, 


1 Philo also, p. 1094, applies the words of Gen. l.c. to a spiritual relation— 
to the relation of the soul to God. If the soul were better and more like God, it 
would be able to make use of those words, because, namely, it obx iariv @AAorpiz 
BUTOU, BAAR oPodpe oixeim, 
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but to men as such generally. Others refer it to the crucifixion 
of Christ: “ex carne ejus et ossibus crucifixis, i. e. ex passione 
ejus predicata et credita ortum habuit ecclesia,’ Grotius, Comp. 
already Cajetanus, as also Zanchius, Zachariae, Schenkel, having 
reference to John vi. 51f., xiv. 18 ff But the crucifixis is 
purely imported, and could the less be guessed here, inasmuch 
as from the words the history of Adam and Eve inevitably 
came to be recalled; and there is nothing to remind us (in 
opposition to Schenkel) of the “martyr-stake of the cross,” 
upon which Christ “gave up” His flesh and bones “and 
suffered them to be broken” (? see John xix. 33, 36). Others, 
finally, have explained it of the real communion with the body of 
Christ in the Lord’s Supper. So recently,’ in addition to Kahnis 
and Thomasius, III. 2, p. 73, also Harless and Olshausen, the 
latter of whom says: “it is the self-communication of His 
divine-human nature, by which Christ makes us to be His 
flesh and bone; He gives His people His flesh to eat and 
His blood to drink.” But not even the semblance of a plea for 
explaining it of the Supper les in the words; since Paul has 
not written cal ek Tod aluaros avtod, which would have been 
specific in the case of the Supper, but cal é« tév dotéwv 
avtov! Riickert has renounced any attempt at explanation, 
and doubts whether Paul himself thought of anything definite 
in the words. A very needless despair of exegesis ! 

Ver. 31. Not a citation from Gen. ii. 24, but (comp. vi. 2) 
Paul makes these words of Scripture, which as such were well 
known to the readers, his own, while the deviations from 
the LXX. are unimportant and make no difference to the 
sense. What, however, is spoken, Gen. l.c., of the union of 
husband and wife, Paul applies by typical interpretation to the 
coming (future : Katadeier x.7.r.) union of Christ with the 
church (see ver. 32), a union which shall take place at the 
Parousia, up to which time the church is the bride of Christ, 
and at which it is then nuptially joined with Him (see on 

1 Many of the older expositors, following Theodoret and Theophylact, at least 
mixed up the Supper in various ways in their interpretation. So Beza and Calvin 
say that it is obsignatio et symbolum of the mystic fellowship with Christ here 
meant. Grotius found an allusion to the Supper; while, on the other hand, 


Calovius maintained that we were ex Christo not only by regeneration, but also 
by the communication of His body and blood in the Lord’s Supper. 
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ver. 27),—and so the apostle expresses this antitype of the 
conjugal union in the hallowed words of Scripture, in which 
the type, the marriage union in the proper sense, is expressed. 
We have accordingly to explain it thus: For this reason, 
because we are Christ’s members, of His flesh and of His 
bone, shall a man (ie. antitypically, Christ, at the Parousia) 
leave father and mother (i.e., according to the mystic inter- 
pretation of the apostle: He will leave His seat at the right 
hand of God) and be united with his wife (with the church), 
and (and then) the two (the man and the wife, z.e. Christ who 
has descended and the church) shall be one flesh (form one 
ethical person, as married persons by virtue of bodily union 
become a physical unity). Those expositors who, in keeping 
with the original sense of Gen. J.c., take the words of actual 
marriage (so most expositors, including Matthies, Meier, 
Schenkel, Bleek, Rückert!), have against them as well the 
avtt Tovrov, which cannot be referred without arbitrariness to 
anything else than what immediately precedes, as also the 
future expression, which (as also in Gen. /.c.) must denote 
something yet to come; and not less the statement of Paul 
himself, ver. 32, according to which av@pwmos must be in- 
terpreted of Christ, and Tnv yuvaica of the church, not 
merely perhaps (Reiche) is to be so interpreted. Hofmann 
likewise, II. 2, p. 139, understands it of real marriage, and 
sees all difficulties vanish if we more closely connect ver. 32 
with ver. 31, so that 706 pvotypiov Toüro sums up the Old 
Testament passage itself and makes this the subject, and then 
the sense is: “ That, as the passage affirms, the marriage com- 
munion is the most intimate of all communions for this reason, 
because the wife proceeds from the husband—this mystery, which 
was foreign to the Gentiles, is great. It is a highly significant 
mystery of the order laid down by the creation, a most important 
revelation of the divine counsel in this domain, which the apostle 
interprets as applying to Christ and the church, because marriage 
in this respect has its higher counterpart in the domain of 
redemption, but without excluding its validity also for the 


1 Who, however, here too despairs of more precise explanation, as the passage 
stands forth in an abrupt form merely as a hint thrown out for the more 
initiated. 


MEYER—Epn. U 
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married as regards their relation requlated by the creation.” 
This view is incorrect, for the very reason that to make To 
pvornpiov be said in reference to the Gentiles is quite foreign 
to, and remote from, the connection; because, further, Paul 
must have written ey® de viv Aéyw; because Aéyw does not 
mean “I say of it,” but “I say 7,” ae. I interpret it; because 
avrı rovtov would remain entirely out of connection with that 
which precedes, and thus the passage of Scripture would make 
its appearance quite abruptly; because, if the reader was to 
understand the whole passage of Scripture as the subject, 
summed up in 70 wvotyp. TodTo, of what follows, the apostle 
must have indicated this, in order to be intelligible, by some- 
thing like 70 de avri TovTOU K.T.A, uvormpiov péya éoTiv ; 
and because, finally, the validity of the fundamental law of 
marriage, ver. 31, for married persons is so entirely self- 
evident, that a quite unsuitable thought (“ but without ex- 
cluding,” etc.) is attributed to the A» of ver. 33. — Those, 
further, who explain it of Christ and the church, as Hunnius, 
Balduin, Grotius, Bengel, Michaelis, and others, are mistaken 
in believing the connection with Christ already existing in 
the present aiwv as that which is meant; inasmuch as in the 
karakeireı Tov Tat. K. T. wnt. they think of the incarnation 
(“ etiam Christus patrem quasi reliquit,” Bengel), or generally 
of the fact that “ Christus nihil tam carum habuit, quod non 
nostri causa abdicaverit ” (Grotius), or even of the separation 
of Christ from His nation (Michaelis) or from the synagogue 
(Bisping) ; while Harless and Olshausen pass over karaXehheı 
Tov marepa «.r.A. without more precise explanation, as un- 
essential to the connection and aim, and regard only ai 
&oovraı of 8. eis o. u. as the main point, explaining it of the 
Lord’s Supper." But the whole reference to the already present 
connection with Christ is incorrect, because this connection 


1 What in marriage the fleshly union is, that in the connection of the church 
with Christ the substantial union by means of the Supper is alleged to be! 
“‘ As man and wife are indeed always one in love, but in the elements of conjugal 
union, in which the specific nature of marriage consists, become in a special sense 
one flesh ; so is also the church as a whole, and each congregation, like each soul 
in it, always one spirit with Christ, the Head of the body ; but in the elements of the 
sacred Supper the believing soul celebrates in a very special sense the union with 
its Saviour, in that it takes up into itself His flesh and blood, and therewith the 
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was just before expressed in the present form by pwédn eoev 
«.7.r., but now upon this present relation is based the setting 
in of a future one (catareifes x.7.X.; observe the future 
forms), and that by avri roVrov, quite as in Gen. ii. 24 by 
means of &verev tovTov the future relation of marriage is 
deduced from the then existing relation of Adam and Eve. 
These expositors, besides, overlook the fact that in the aiwv 
odros Christ is not yet husband, but until the Parousia still 
bridegroom of the church (ver. 27), which He only at the 
Parousia presents to Himself as a purified and sanctified 
bride for nuptial union. Moreover, the setting aside of the 
whole portion catarelpes advOpwmos Tov mar. x.7.r., on the 
part of Harless and Olshausen, is a purely arbitrary proceed- 
ing. — avri rovrov] See Winer, p. 326. [E. T. 456]. It is 
distinguished from the évexev rovrov in the LXX. only by 
its placing the cause and the fact thereby conditioned in 
comparison with each other according to the conception of 
requital (for this). Comp. av@ ov, and see Matthiae, 
p. 1827; Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 170. The reference of 
> \ 7 . . ° . 

avrı Tovrov, with regard to which many are entirely silent, 
can be found only in ver. 30: because our relation to Christ 
is this. See above. Other references, as those of Estius: 
“ quia mulier formata est ex ossibus et carne viri,’ and Holz- 
hausen: “because the man, in loving his wife, loves himself” 
(comp. Meier and Matthies), are forced just because of their 
taking ver. 31 not according to its mystic reference, but of 
germ of theimmortal body.” This fanciful view of Olshausen is without any 
warrant in the context, and at variance with the future zeraacipe, which must 
—and that indeed according to Gen. iii—express something noé yet accom- 
plished, but only to be expected in the future. Moreover, the ‘‘ leaving,” etc., 
does not at all suit the conception of the communion of Christ with believers in 
the Supper, and least of all the orthodox Lutheran conception of ubiquity. 
Nevertheless Kahnis (Abendm. p. 144) has entirely acceded to the view of 
Olshausen. He objects to the explanation of the union of Christ with the 
church at the Parousia, that this union cannot possibly be thought of as ‘‘a 
sacrificial renunciation, on the part of Christ, of His heavenly glory.” But the 
matter is neither so thought of nor so represented. That which is meant by 
zarareiye, the coming again of Christ from heaven, will—and this was well 
known to the believing consciousness of every reader—take place not withcut 
His heavenly glory, but with that glory; and by the union, which is expressed 


in the typical representation xpocxorrndiceras x.7.2., the cvvdogacbjves of the 
believers will then be accomplished. Comp. Col. iii. 4. 
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real marriage. — avOpwros] a human being, i.e. according to 
the context, a man (without on that account a@v@per7ros stand- 
ing for avnp, see Fritzsche, ad Matt. p. 593), by which, 
however, according to the mystical interpretation of the 
apostle, Christ is antitypically to be understood. — xal nv 
unrepa] is doubtless taken up along with the rest as a con- 
stituent part of the words of Adam, but is not destined for a 
special exposition in the typical reference of the passage to 
Christ, since Katarelper Tov martpa avdtod can, in accord- 
ance with that typical reference, only apply to the descending 
of Christ from the right hand of God, which will ensue at the 
Parousia. Then the ovv@povos of the Father comes down to 
earth, to wed Himself (Matt. xxv. 1) to the church, the bride, 
2; Cor, xi 2: 

Ver. 32. For the understanding of ver. 31 in the sense of 
the apostle an exegetical gloss was necessary, which is here 
given: This mystery is great, is important and exalted in its 
contents, but I say it, adduce it (namely, this mystery, by 
which is meant just the declaration of Gen. ii. 24), in refer- 
ence to Christ and the church.— TO nvornpiov rodro] So Paul 
terms those Old Testament words just employed by him, in 
so far as they have a hidden meaning not recognised without 
divine enlightenment. With the Rabbins, too, the formula 
mystervum magnum (Jalkut. Rub. f.59, 4: svp xm NT) is very 
common. See Schoettgen, Horue, p. 783 f. — Ey de] éyo, which 
Holzhausen even declares to be superfluous, has emphasis: J, 
however (6€ metabatic), opposed to the possible interpretations 
which might be given to the mysterious utterance.’ — eis 
Xpictov Kai eis THY éxkAnolav]| so that we have thus under 
av@pwos to understand Christ, and under 7 yvvn avrod the 
church. This has been rightly discerned already by the Fathers 
(see Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Jerome), only they 
should not have thought of the coming of Christ in the flesh (in 
connection with which Jerome interpreted ryv unrepa of the 
heavenly Jerusalem ; comp. Estius), but of the Parousia. See on 
ver. 31. Lastly, it is worthy of notice simply under a historical 

1 Later Rabbinico - mystical interpretations of marriage may be seen in 


Schoettgen, Hor. p. 784. Philo, p. 1096, allegorizes those words in reference 
to reason, which forsakes wisdom and follows the senses, 
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point of view, that Roman Catholics (but not Erasmus, Caje- 
tanus, or Estius), on the ground of the Vulgate, which translates 
pvortipiov by sacramentum, proved from our passage’ that 
marriage is a sacrament. It is not this that is conveyed in 
the passage, as indeed in general marriage “non habet a 
Christo institutionem sacramentalem,non formam, non materiam, 
non finem sacramentalem ” (Calovius, and see the Apol. Conf. 
Aug. p. 202), but it is rather the sacredly ideal and deeply 
moral character, which is for ever assured to marriage by 
this typical significance in the Christian view. We may add 
that monogamy is presupposed as self-evident, but does not 
form the set purpose of the passage, which would be purely 
imported (in opposition to Schwegler, p. 387). 

Ver. 33. IIAyv] is usually explained to the effect, that it 
leads back to the proper theme after the digression of vv. 
30-32, or merely ver. 32 (Olshausen). “ Paulus prae nobili- 
tate digressionis quasi oblitus propositae rei nunc ad rem 
revertitur,” Bengel. A digression, however, has certainly 
not taken place, but vv. 30, 31 essentially belong to the 
description of the love of Christ to the church, and ver. 32 
was a brief gloss pertaining to the right understanding of ver. 
31, and not a digression. And adv is used by way doubt- 
less of breaking off (Luke xix. 27, al.), but not of resuming. 
So also here: Yet—not further to enter upon the subject of 
this nvornpiov—ye also ought (as Christ the church), each one 
individually, in such manner (obras, i.e. in keeping with the 
ideal of Christ contained in this wvornpiov) to love his own wife 
as himself. With xal the persons appealed to, and with oürws 
the mode of what they are to do, are placed in a parallel with 
Christ. — ot ka0’ Eva] ye one by one, vos singuli, man by man. 
See Matthiae, p. 1357. The following verb, however, has 
taken its regimen from &xacros, not from the proper subject 
jets, as often also in classical writers. See Matthiae, p. 765; 
Stallbaum, ad Gorg. p. 503 E; Bornemann, ad Cyrop. ii. 1. 8. 
— The twofold designation oi ka0’ Eva Ekacros strengthens the 
conception, that each one without exception, etc.— os éavtor] 
as himself, so that the love issues from, and is determined by, 
the point of view: 6 adyarav thy éavtod yuvaika Eaurov 

1 See also Catech. Rom. ii. 8. 16 f 
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ayamd, ver. 28.— 1 6& yun wa doßnraı tov dvdpa] 7 de 
yuvn is with emphasis absolutely (Winer, p. 506 [E. T. 722]) 
prefixed, not yet dependent on the notion of volo (see on 
2 Cor. viii. 7) to be supplied in thought before va. Hence: 
but the wife—she ought to fear her husband. In this brief stern 
closing utterance, the apostle, while stating the obligation of 
the husband to love the wife as &avrov, yet secures as con- 
cerns the wife the relation of subordination, namely, the duty 
of reverence for the husband—a duty, which is not done away 
with by that obligation on the part of the husband. “Optime 
cohaerebit concordia, si utrimgue constabunt officia,’ Erasmus, 
Paraphr. Rightly, we may add, in accordance with the con- 
text Oecumenius defines the notion of doßnraı: ws TpéTrEL 
yuvaixa hoBeicOar, un SovroTmpeT@s. See vv. 22-24. 
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Ver. 1. After öwö» Elz. Scholz, Tisch. have & xup/w, in opposi- 
tion to B D* F G, It. Marcion, Cyril, Cypr. Ambrosiast. 
Rejected by Mill, suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and 
Riick., but defended (on the ground of Col. ui. 20) by Harless 
and Reiche. The latter with justice; since the witnesses who 
omit do not preponderate, and since for the purpose of a gloss 
not &v xupiw but us r& zupiw (v. 22) would have suggested itself. 
If, however, év zupiw had been added from Col. l.c., it would have 
been brought in after d/xasmv.— Ver. 5. 7075 xupions xard capna] 
Lachm. and Riick.: rot xar& odpru xupias, following A Br, 
min. Clem. Dam. Theophyl. From Col. iii. 22.— Ver. 6. The 
article before Xpiorcd is, with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance 
with preponderating testimony, to be deleted.— Ver. 7. ws, 
which is wanting with Elz., is decidedly attested. — Ver. 8.5 
zav v1 exaoros| Lachm. and Rück. have txacroc 5 ¢dv, which was 
also recommended by Griesb., following A DE FG, min. 
Vulg. It. Bas. Dam. Other variations are, txaoros &av rı (B), 
£cy mono. Enaorog (N*), euv rs wor. Ex. (N**), 6 Euv cig Exaoros (1, 27, 
32, al.), &dv rı exaor. (46, 115, al., Theoph. ms.), gay rig Eraor. (62, 
197, al.), é&v rıg (or +1) @vöpwros (Chrys. in Comment.). The best 
attested reading is accordingly txaoros 6 Zar. Butif this had 
been the original one, it would not be at all easy to see how it 
could have given rise to variations, and specially to the intro- 
ducing of the r. The Secepta, on the other hand (again 
adopted by Tisch.), became very easily the source of the other 
readings, if the copyist passed over from OTI at once to the 
subsequent TI. Thus arose the corruption örı txaorog unen 
z.7.r., and thence, by means of different ways of restoring what 
had been omitted, were formed the variations, in which case 
dvépwaos came in instead of txasrog as a gloss, designed to indi- 
cate the general sense of txaorog. — xomeiras] A B D* F Gw* 
Petr. alex.: xowisero.! So Lachm. Tisch. Rück. In Col. 
ill. 25, likewise, these two forms are found side by side in the 
critical witnesses. Nevertheless here, as there, zowissras 18 
more strongly attested, and hence to be preferred. zowsiras 
may have originated in a reminiscence of 1 Pet. v. 4.— Ver. 9. 


1 A reads KOMIZETE, and thus testifies indirectly in favour of zoulosras. 
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iwav abrav] many variations, among which airay x. iwäv (so 
Lachm. Tisch. Rück. and Harless; recommended also by 
Griesb.) is that most strongly attested, namely,by A B D* min. 
Arm. Vulg. Goth. Copt. Clem. Pet. Chrys. (alicubi) Damase. 
Jer. Aug. Pel. Rightly. The mention of the slaves (airiéy) 
appeared here partly in itself, partly from a comparison with 
Col. iv. 1, not relevant; hence the Kecepta (anew defended by 
Reiche) tuay abröv, in which case airay applies to the masters, 
just as airéy juayin E F G, and merely suZyin 17. Others,leaving 
the zu standing, at least prefixed sway (L, min. Syr. p. Fathers : 
iu zal abrav). N* testifies in favour of Lachmann’s reading 
by éavrav zul duaiv, Whereas N**, like the others, has regarded 
the prefixing of duay (thus dw. x. aur.) as necessary. — Ver. 10. 
sd ?.omöv] Lachm. and Rück. read rod Aomod, following A Bs* 
17, 73, 118, Cyril, Procop. Dam. Thus at least not prépon- 
derantly supported. In favour, however, of +4 Aorrös, testifies 
also the reading öuwawodcde, which is found in B 17, instead of 
the following évduvemotcdz, and probably has arisen from the 
confounding on the part of the copyist of the N in Aus with 
the N in ENduepotcde. Since, moreover, rd Aoızöv better accords 
with the sense than +703 Xom0d (see on Gal. vi. 17), I hold the 
latter to be a mechanical repetition from Gal. /.c.— The follow- 
ing &öer.907 wou is Wanting in BD EN* Aeth. Arm. Clar. Germ. 
Goth. Cyril, Damasc. Lucifer, Ambrosiast. Jerome ; while in 
A! F G, codd. Ital. Syr. p. Vulg. Theodoret, only wou is wanting. 
aderAgor ov, Which Griesb. also holds suspected, and Lachm. 
Tisch. Rück. have deleted, is an addition from Phil. i. 1, 
iv. 8; 2 Thess. iii. 1; 2 Cor. xiii. 11. And this addition, too, 
tells in favour of the originality of +d Aomö. — Ver. 12. zur] 
B D* F G, 52, 115, Syr. Ar. pol. Slav. ant. It. Goth. Lucif. Am- 
brosiast.: dui. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. 
and Rück. But how naturally would vz suggest itself to the 
copyists, inasmuch as the whole context speaks in the second 
person !— rod oxöroug rourou | Elz. has +05 ox. rod aidvog rovrov, In 
opposition to decisive witnesses. Expansion by way of gloss. — 
Ver. 16. Zr céow] Lachm. reads év räcw, for which more cur- 
rent expression, however, only Bs, min. Vulg. It. and some 
Fathers testify, and several vss. are doubtful. — ré before weryp. 
is wanting, indeed, in B D* F G, and is deleted by Lachm., but 
was easily regarded as superfluous and thus passed over. — 
Ver. 17. d:Zacde] is wanting in D* F G, codd. It. and various 
Fathers, while A D*** K Land min. read ö£$a00«ı (so Matth.), 
and Arm. places 62Zacds before +7» repizep. Suspected by Griesb. 
But if no verb had stood, and a gloss had been supplied, we 


1 A has a@3agoi only after ivöuvzuoveds, 
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should most naturally expect avardßere to be added. In con- 
sideration, however, of the seeming redundaney, it is much more 
likely that the omission was made. The infinitive has come in 
after the preceding oß&ouı. — Ver. 18. abrd rovro] A B®, min. 
Basil, Chrys. (in commentary) Damasc. have only ai-¢; D*FG 
have «öröv, and Latins in alum or in illo s. ipso, which readings 
likewise tell in favour of the simple air. With reason (in opposi- 
tion to Reiche) rouro is disapproved by Griesb., and rejected by 
Lachm. Tisch. Rück. An exegetical, more precise definition in 
accordance with Paul’s practice elsewhere. — Ver. 19. 6067] Elz. 
has 60¢/y, in opposition to decisive testimony. Perhaps occa- 
sioned by a mere repetition of the H in copying. — Ver. 21. 
eiöjrs xai duets] Lachm. and Rück. read «ai vers efdjre. So A D 
EF GX, min. Vulg. It. Theodoret, Lat. Fathers. In what fol- 
lows Lachm. and Rück. place yywpics: before iui, following B D 
EF GR, min. It. Goth. Ambrosiast. The latter from Col. iv. 7. 
And the former is to be explained from the circumstance that 
zai vusts was, through inattention to the reference of the za/, 
omitted as superfluous (so still in cod. 17), and was thereupon 
reintroduced according to the order of the words which primarily 
suggested itself, by which means it came before siönre. 


ConTENTS.—How the children (vv. 1-3), the fathers (ver. 4), 
the slaves (vv. 5-8), and the masters (ver. 9) are to demean 
themselves. Concluding exhortation to the acquiring of Chris- 
tian strength, for which purpose the readers are to put on the 
whole armour of God, and thus armed to stand forth, in order 
vietoriously to sustain the conflict with the diabolic powers 
(vv. 10-17); in connection with which they are ever to apply 
themselves to prayer, and to make intercession for all Chris- 
tians, and, in particular, for the apostle (vv. 15-20). Sending 
of Tychicus (vv. 21, 22). Concluding wishes (vv. 23, 24). 

Ver. 1. ’Ev xvpiw] characterizes the obedience as Chris- 
tian, the activity of which moves in Christ, with whom the 
Christian withal stands in communion of life. The reference 
to God (“praeter naturae legem . . . Dei quoque auctoritate 
sancitum docent,” Calvin; comp. Wolf) is already refuted by 
the very ev doßw Xpıorod, iv. 21, placed at the head of all 
these precepts, as also by the standing formula itself (comp. 
Col. iii. 20). — öikasov] right, i.e. kata tov tot Ocod vopor, 
Theodoret. Comp. Col. iv. 1; Phil. i. 7,iv. 8; 2 Thess. 1.6; 
Luke xii. 57. — In favour of infant baptism, i.e. in favour of 


314 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


the view that the children of Christians were as early as that 
time baptized, nothing at all follows from the exhortation 
of the apostle to the children (in opposition to Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 192). The children of Christians were, 
through their fellowship of life with their Christian parents, 
even without baptism ä@yıos (see on 1 Cor. vii. 14; Acts 
xvi. 15), and had to render to their parents obedience 
Ev Kuplo. 

Ver. 2. The frame of mind towards the parents, from which 
the traxovew just demanded of the children must proceed, is 
the rıuav. Hence Paul continues, and that in the express 
hallowed words of the fourth commandment: tia Tov 
matépa oov k.T.A, (Ex. xx. 12; Deut. v. 16). And as he 
had before subjoined the general motive of morality Todro 
yap Eotı Ölkavov, so he now subjoins the particular incitement 
Tis EOTIV EVTOAN TP@TN Ev éemayyer., so that the relation 
as well of the two precepts themselves, as of their motives, 
vv. 1, 2, is climactic, and tts... erayyeXla can by no means 
be a parenthesis (Griesbach, Rückert, and others). — res] wtpote 
quae, specifies a reason. See on iii. 13.— evroAn Tpwrn Ev 
erayyeX.) The article is not necessary with the porn, which 
is in itself defining, or with the ordinal numbers generally 
(Kühner, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 35). Comp. Acts xvi. 12; Phil. 
1.12,al. And the statement that the commandment first as to 
number in the Decalogue has a promise, is not inconsistent with 
the facts, since the promise, Ex. xx. 6, Deut. v.10,is a general 
one, having reference to the commandments as a@ whole. Just 
as little is it to be objected that no further commandment with 
a promise follows in the Decalogue; for Paul says rporn, having 
before his mind not only the Decalogue, but also the entire 
series of all the divine precepts, which begins with the Decalogue. 
Among the commandments, which God has given at the time 
of the Mosaic legislation and in all the subsequent period, the 
commandment: “Honour father and mother,” is the first 
which is given with a promise. The apparent objection is 
thus removed in a simple manner by our taking evroAn as 
divine commandment in general, and not restricting it to the 
sense “commandment in the Decalogue.” If Paul had had 
merely the Decalogue in mind, he must have written: the only 
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commandment.’ For the assumption that “it is the first, not 
with regard to those which follow, but to those which have 
preceded” (Harless), would not even be necessarily resorted 
to, if it were really established—which, however, is assumed 
entirely without proof—that Paul had taken into account 
merely the ten commandments, seeing that he and every 
one of his readers knew that no other commandment of the 
ten had a promise. From the arbitrary presupposition, that 
merely the Decalogue was taken into account, it followed 
of necessity in the case of other expositors, either that they 
restricted evroAn simply to the commandments of the second 
table” (Ambrosiaster, Zachariae, Michaelis, the latter miscon- 
struing the absence of the article before EvroAn porn as 
favouring his view), in connection with which Holzhausen 
even maintained that evroAn never denotes a commandment in 
reference to God (see Matt. xxii. 36, 38; Mark xii. 28); or 
else that they tampered with the numerical sense of mporn, and 
made out of it a very important, a chief commandment (Koppe, 
Morus, Flatt, Matthies, Meier). What a feeble motive would 
thus result! and porn would in fact mean the most important, 
which, however, the fifth commandment is not (Matt. xxii. 38; 
Rom. xiii. 9, 10; Gal. v..14). Further, the proposal of 
Erasmus, that porn ev Erayyerx. should be held to apply to 
the definite promise of ver. 3, mention of which /irst occurs in 
the fifth commandment, is not worthy of attention (Harless), 
but erroneous; because the same promise occurs after the fifth 
commandment only with a general reference to the command- 
ments as a whole (Deut. v. 33, vi. 2), as it has also occurred 
even before the fifth commandment in such a general form 
(Deut. iv. 40); and because, besides, erayy. could not but 


1 According to Bleek, Paul had not at the moment the form of the following 
commandments of the Decalogue definitely before his mind. But with such 
inadvertence no one is less to be charged than Paul. 

2 In opposition to this, Erasmus aptly remarks: ‘‘ Haec distinctio non est 
fundata in s. literis, sed est commentum recentiorum theologorum.” In general 
it is to be observed that, according to Philo and Josephus, each of the two tables 
contained jive commandments, not, as Augustine (whom Luther followed) sup- 
posed, the first three, and the second seven,—and thus two sacred numbers, 
in which case, moreover, there was found in the first table a reference to the 
Trinity. 
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have the article.—év éwayyed.].is to be closely attached 
to porn, as expressing that, wherein this commandment is 
the first, the point in which the predicate pertains to it. 
Comp. Diodor. xiii. 37: Ev de evyeveia Kai TAOVT@ TPWToS, 
Soph. 0. R. 33: mp@Tos Ev cvpdpopats. Ln point of promise it 
is the first (od 77 ra£eı, Chrysostom). 

Ver. 3. After Paul has just said: “the first commandment 
with promise,” he now adduces the definite promise, on 
account of which this predicate pertains to that command- 
ment, and that according to the LXX. of Ex. xx. 12, 
Deut. v. 16, with immaterial variation (LXX.: Kai iva 
paxpoyp. yévn evi T. y.), and with omission of the more 
precise designation of Palestine, which in the LXX. follows 
after yjs. This omission, however, was not occasioned 
by the circumstance that the promise was to bear upon 
long life in general (Calvin, Koppe, Riickert, Matthies, 
Schenkel, and many), in which case, indeed, ei ts ys might 
also have been left out; but Paul could so fully presuppose 
acquaintance with the complete words of the promise, that 
with the mere ei ths ys enough was said to preclude any 
misunderstanding which should depart from the original 
sense: in the land, i.e. Palestine. So, namely, in accordance 
with the sense of the original text well known to the readers, 
is em THs yhs to be understood, not as “upon earth ;” 
for the promise is here adduced Aistorically. Hence its 
original sense is not at all to be altered or spiritualized, 
or to be taken conditionally, as eg. was done by Zanchius: 
if the promise is not fulfilled simpliciter, yet it is fulfilled 
commutatione in majus; or by Calovius: “Promissiones tem- 
porales cum conditione intelligendae, quantum sc. temporalia 
illa nobis salutaria fore Deus censuerit ;” comp. also Estius, 
who at the same time remarks (so again typically Olshausen, 
comp. Baumgarten-Crusius) that the land of Canaan prefigures 
the kingdom of heaven (comp. Matt. v. 5), and the long life 
everlasting blessedness. Nor is it to be said, with Bengel, 
Morus, Stolz, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and Harless, that the earthly 
blessing is promised not to the individual, but to the people. 
For in the summons “ thow shalt” in the Decalogue, although 
the latter on the whole (as a whole) is directed to the people, 
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the individual is withal addressed, as is evident from the very 
commandments in which the neighbour is mentioned, and 
as is the view underlying all the N. T. citations from the 
Decalogue-law, Matt. xv. 4, v. 21, 27; Rom. vii. 7, xiii. 9. — 
ed cou yevntat] Comp. Gen. xii. 13; Deut. iv. 40 ; Eeclus. 
i, 13. A Greek would employ ed maaxeıv, ed mparreıv, or 
the like, or even ayada cou yévntat.— Kat Eon x.7.r.] is 
regarded by Winer, p. 258 [E. T. 361], and de Wette (comp. 
already Erasmus), not as dependent upon iva, but as a direct 
continuation of the discourse. But this expedient is un- 
necessary, inasmuch as iva with the future actually occurs in 
the case of Paul (see on 1 Cor. ix. 18; Gal. i. 4); and is, 
moreover, here out of place, since there is not any direct con- 
tinuation of the discourse in those passages of the O. T., 
the sense of which Paul reproduces, At Rev. xxii, 14 also 
the future and subjunctive are interchanged after iva, as 
also in classical writers the same variation after örws is well 
known (see on the erroneous canon Dawesianus, Bremi, in 
Schaef. Appar. ad Dem. I. p. 277; Ellendt, Zex. Soph. II. 
p. 335 f.; Buttmann, Neutest. Gramm. p. 184 [E. T. 213)). 
And how aptly do the two modes of construction here suit the 
sense, so that yevyraı expresses the pure becoming realized, and 
Eon paxpoyxpov. the certain emergence and continued subsistence 
(Kühner, II. p. 491). The change is a logical climax. 

Ver. 4. The duty of fathers, negative and positive. — kat ot 
matépes| and ye fathers, so that «ai quickly subjoins. Comp. 
ver. 9. Paul does not address the mothers, not because he is 
thinking of the training of grown-up children (so quite arbitrarily 
Olshausen), nor on account of an Oriental depreciation of the 
mothers (Rückert), in opposition to which view—even apart 
from passages like Prov. xiv. 1, xxxi 10 f.— the whole 
teaching of the apostle concerning the relation of husband and 
wife in marriage (v. 25 ff.) is decisive; but because the 
husband, as the head of the wife, has, even in the bringing 
up of children the rule, and the wives join in prosecuting 
the work of training tbrotaccopevas Tols idloıs avdpdow 
(v. 22 ff). — un mapopyigere] by injustice, harshness, hasti- 
ness of temper, undue severity, and the like, whereby the 
children are irritated against the fathers; at Col. iii, 21 
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there is subjoined as motive va un abupdow.— Errpebere] 
not as at v. 29, but of the bringing wp, and that on its 
moral side. Prov. xxiii, 24; 1 Macc. vi. 15, 55; Plato, 
Gorg. p. 471 C; Polyb. vi. 6. 2. See Wyttenbach, ad Plut. 
de educ. p. 66; Lennep. ad Phalar. p. 3505. — ev maıdeia kal 
voudeoia Kupiov] ev denotes the regulative element, in which 
the training is to take place. Comp. Polyb. i. 65. 7: av 
Ev aidelaıs K. vonoıs K. moALTıRols Edeoıv Erredpannevov. 
Hence: in the Lord’s training and correction. maudela is the 
general term, the training of children as a whole, and vouecla 
is the special one, the reproof aiming at amendment, whether 
this admonition take place by means of words (vovderikoi 
Aoyor, Xen. Mem. i. 2. 21) or of actual punishments (of wev 
paßdoı vovderovoı x.7.r., Plut. Quaest. Rom. p. 283). See 
Gellius, vi. 14; Kypke, Obss. ad 1 Thess. v.14. With regard 
to the form, in place of which the better Greek has vov- 
Gérnos, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 512. «vplov means neither 
to the Lord (Luther), nor according to the doctrine of Christ 
(Erasmus, Beza, Vatablus, Menochius, Estius, Zachariae, Koppe, 
Morus, Rosenmüller, Bisping, and others, including Holz- 
hausen, who, however, takes «up. of God), nor worthily of the 
Lord (Matthies), or the like; but it is the genitive subjecti, so 
that the Lord Himself is conceived as exercising the training 
and reproof, in so far, namely, as Christ by His Spirit impels 
and governs the fathers therein. Comp. Soph. Electr. 335: 
amavta yap cot Ta’ wa vovdernuara kelvms ÖLdakra, Kobdev EX 
cauvrijs Atyeıs. Riickert is unable to come to a decision, and 
doubts whether Paul himself had a distinct idea before his 
mind. | 

Ver. 5. On vv. 5-9, comp. Col. iii. 22-iv. 1.— Here, too, 
there is doubtless no approval, but at the same time no dis- 
approval of the existing slavery in itself, which—in accordance 
with the apostolic view of a Christian’s position (Gal. iü. 28; 
1 Cor. vii. 22; comp. Tit. ii. 9 f.; 1 Pet. ii. 18)—Jlike every 
other outward relation of life, ought not to affect spiritual 
freedom and Christian unity; hence at 1 Cor. vii. 21 it is 
expressly prescribed that the slave is to remain in his position 
(comp. Ignat. ad Polye. 4; Constitt. Apost. iv. 12, vii. 13; 
Vili. 32, 2 f.), as, indeed, Paul even sent back Onesimus after 
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his conversion to his master, without requiring of the latter his 
manumission.' — tois kvploıs Kata odpka] to those, who in a 
merely human relation are your rulers, £.e. your human masters, 
whose slaves you are as regards outward temporal position in 
life, by way of distinction from the higher divine master, 
Christ; hence also tots cup. «. o. stands without repetition of 
the article, combined into one idea; comp. on 1. 11. As 
Paul immediately after makes mention of the higher master 
Christ (es 7@ Xpioro®), it was very natural for him, in view 
of the twofold and very diverse relation of masters which was 
now present to his mind, to add cata odpkxa, in the use of 
which any special set purpose cannot be made good. This 
in opposition to Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact, 
who find in it a consolatory allusion to the desmoreia mpoc- 
«aıpos ; in opposition to Calvin, who supposes a softening of 
the relation to be conveyed in this expression, as being one that 
leaves the spiritual freedom untouched (comp. Beza, Zanchius, 
Grotius, Flatt, and others) ; and in opposition to Harless, who 
finds in the predicate the thought that, although in another 
domain they are free, yet in earthly relations they had masters. 
— peta doßov x. tpoy.| ie. with that zeal, which is ever 
keenly apprehensive of not doing enough. Comp. on 1 Cor. 
ii. 3; 2 Cor. vii. 15; Phil. ii, 12.— ev ämAornrı Ths Kapd. 
vu.| State of heart, in which the obedience with fear and 
trembling is to take place; it is to be no hypocritical one, in 
which we are otherwise minded than we outwardly seem, but 
an upright, inwardly true one, without duplicity of disposition 


1 The reforming efficacy of the gospel addresses itself to knowledge and feeling, 
out of which, and so out of the inner life of faith, the alterations of the outward 
forms and relations of life gradually take shape with moral necessity by way of 
consequence ; as history, too, has shown, which, when it has developed itself 
in a revolutionary manner, has either violently precipitated, or forsaken, or 
inverted that course, or else in its necessary development has encountered such 
hindrances as disowned the influence of this necessary development, and yet 
could not arrest it. ‘‘ Civitates malis studiis malisque doctrinis repente ever- 
tuntur,” Cic. Leg. ii. 15. 39. It is not, however, to be overlooked that by the 
apostle’s mode of regarding the relation of freedom and slavery which he found 
existing, the slavery introduced by Christians, the enslaving of free men, the 
slave trade, etc., are by no means justified—rather are these things impossible, 
where the knowledge and feeling, that spring from evangelical faith, are the 
principles which shape the life and the forms assumed by it. 
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and act. Comp. Rom. xii. 8; 2 Cor. viii. 2, ix. 11; Jas. 
i. 5. In Philo joined with axaria. See Loesner, Obss. p. 262. 
Oecumenius well observes: éve yap Kai peta hoBov x. Tpopov 
Sovdeverv, GAN ovK EE eivolas GAA KaKovpyws. — a TO 
Xpioto] as to Christ, so that you regard your obedience to 
your masters as rendered to Christ (comp. v. 22). See ver. 6. 
An allusion to reward (Theodoret) is imported. 

Vv. 6, 7. The év amAöoryrı... Xpior® just spoken of is 
now more precisely described. — un cat’ obdaAyu. ws avdp.] not 
after an eye-serving manner as men-pleasers. The word obdaX- 
podovAeia occurs nowhere else than here and Col. ui. 3, but 
its meaning is, from its composition, clear. Comp. op@ad- 
podovaos in the Constitt. Apost. iv. 12.2. Itis the service 
which is rendered to the eyes of the master, but in which the 
aim is merely to acquire the semblance of fidelity, inasmuch as 
one makes himself thus noticeable when seen by the master, 
but is in reality not such, acting, on the contrary, otherwise 
when his back is turned. Theodoret: tiv otd« EE etduxpivods 
kapdlas mpoobepouevmv Hepamelav, GANA TO axNjnaTı Kexpwa- 
pevnv. — avOpamdpeckot] Comp. Ps. liii. 5; Psalt. Sal. iv. 
8. 10, in Fabric. Cod. Pseud. i. p. 929; and see Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 621. The men whom such slaves endeavour to 
please are just their masters, and the fault of this behaviour 
lies in the fact that such endeavour is not conditioned by the 
higher point of view of serving Christ and doing the will of 

rod, but has as its aim simply human approbation. Even of 
slaves Matt. vi. 24 holds good. Comp. Gal. i. 10. — aX’ as 
8ovdAoı Kpıorod, wovodvtes TO OéAnpa Tod Oeod Er wuyhs] but 
as slaves of Christ, in that ye do the will of God from the 
heart. The contrast lies in 8odAos Xpuotod (comp. ver. 7), 
and qovovytes K.T.X. is a modal definition of this their service, 
whereupon there follows in ver. 7 yet a second modal defini- 
tion. Now to be a slave of Christ and not to do the will of 
God, and that indeed ex animo (from a genuine impulse of the 
soul), would be a contradiction, seeing that God is the Father 
of Christ, has sent Christ, and is the Head of Christ (1 Cor. 
xi. 8, iii, 23). According to Riickert, @s doöAoı Xpuorod is 
subordinate, and trovodytes T. EX. T. Ocod er >rvyijs forms the 
contrast: “ but doing as Christ’s servants the will of God from 
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the heart.” But after avfpwrapeokoı, comp. with ver. 5, this 
subordination of ws dovAoı Xp. is altogether arbitrary and 
opposed to the context. ex Yuxnjs is no doubt attached to 
what follows by Syriac, Chrysostom, Jerome, Bengel, Koppe, 
Knapp, Lachmann, Harless, de Wette ; but wer’ evvoias (comp. 
Xen. Occ. xii. 5. 7), since it expresses the well-meaning dis- 
position, already in fact includes in itself the sense of «x 
wuyijs (ex animi sententia, Col. iii. 23; Mark xu. 30, 33; 
Luke x. 27; Joseph. Antt. xvii. 6. 3; Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 43 ; 
Nicarch. epigr. 2; Theocr. Jdyll. iii. 35); and it is arbitrary 
to assume, with Harless, that ex r. expresses the relation of 
the true servant to his service, and pet’ evvoias his relation to 
his master. — @3 TO kupi@] sc. SovAevovres, as to the Lord, the 
true mode of regarding his service as rendered to Christ. — kai 
ove av@p.| Comp. on Gal. i. 1. 

Ver. 8. Eiöores] Incitement to the mode of service de- 
manded, vv. 5-7: since ye know that whatever good thing each 
one shall have done, he shall bear off this (the good done) from 
the Lord, whether he be slave or free. — 5 éav Tı Exactos| Eav 
in the relative clause with the subjunctive instead of av 
(Buttmann, neut. Gramm. p. 63 [E. T. 72]), and ri separated 
from és, as in Plato, Legg. ix. p. 864 E: Hv dv twa KataBran, 
Lys. p. 160: ös dy tus buds ed mom. — TodTO Kou.| Expres- 
sion of entirely adequate recompense. See on 2 Cor. v. 10. — 
mapa Kupiov] from Christ, at the judgment. — elre dodXos, eire 
€revO.] ESevEe TH TrapovTe Bio TeTwpicpévyny Thy Sovreiav Kal 
deomorelav, peta ÖE ye THy Evreüdev éxdnpulav ovK Erı SovdElas 
kal ÖeomoTeias, AAN aperns Kal karlas Eoouermv Siadopar, 
Theodoret. It is evident, we may add, from our passage that 
Paul did not think of a ceasing of slavery among Christians 
before the Parousia,—a view which was very naturally con- 
nected with the conception of the nearness of the latter, which 
did not admit of his looking forth upon the development of 
centuries. 

Ver. 9. Kai ot kipioı] like nal of marepes, ver. 4. — Ta 
avra] the same. The master, namely, who treats his servants 
Her’ evvotas, does essentially (measured by the disposition as 
the inner essence of the act) the same thing towards the slaves 
as the slave serving wer’ eivolas does towards his master. — 

Mryer—Epu. x 
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ävıevres THY aTretr.| Negative modal definition of the ra aura 
moieite mpös avtovs, especially to be laid to heart in the cir- 
cumstances by the masters. By dvıevres may be denoted 
either the abating, or the entire leaving off, giving wp, of the 
threatening. In the former sense (Wisd. xvi. 24) it has been 
taken by Erasmus (“minus feroces minusque minabundi”), 
Vatablus, Zeger; but certainly the latter sense alone (comp. 
Thucyd. iii. 10. 2: &y@pav avıevras) is appropriate to the Ta 
avta moıeite; especially as Tv areıAnv (with the article) 
denotes not threatening in general, but the threatening, namely, 
“ quemadmodum vulgus dominorum solet” (Erasmus, Paraphr.). 
— eiddres] specifying a motive, as in ver. 8. Comp. Col. iv. 1; 
Barnab. 19 ; Constitt. ap. vii. 13. Inasmuch, namely, as they 
know that He, who is Lord as well of the slaves as of the 
masters (Kal aurov Kat tuar, see the critical remarks), is in 
heaven (the exalted Christ), and with Him is no partiality, 
so that He gives to the master as such no preference over 
the slave as such: how should they not cease to comport 
themselves with their threatening, as though Christ were not 
the Lord of both in heaven—in heaven, whence at the judgment 
He will, without partiality, alike sustain the injured rights 
of the slaves, and punish the unchristian threatening of the 
masters, which, instead of operating by moral means, only 
terrifies by rude authority. Comp. Seneca, Thyest. 607: 


‘Vos, quibus rector maris atque terrae 
Jus dedit magnum necis atque vitae 
Ponite inflatos tumidosque vultus. 
Quicquid a vobis minor extimescit, 
Major hoe vobis dominus minatur ; 
Omne sub regno graviore regnum est.” 


As to the notion of rpocwrodn ia, see on Gal. ii. 6. 

Ver. 10.1 After this special table of domestic duties laid 
down since v. 21, now follows, in a full energetic effusion 
down to ver. 20, a general final exhortation, winding up the 
whole paraenetie portion of the Epistle (iv. 1 ff.). — TO NowTrov| 
as concerns the rest, namely, what you have still to do in 
addition to what has been hitherto mentioned. Comp. 2 Cor. 
xiii, 11; Phil. iii. 1, iv. 8; 1 Thess. iv. 1; 2 Thess. ni. 1. — 

1 On vy. 10-17, see Winzer, Leipz. Pfingstprogramm, 1840. 
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évouvapovabe Ev kupiw] denotes the Christian strengthening, 
which cannot subsist outside of Christ, but only in Him as 
the life-element of the Christian (Phil. iv. 13). As to évdv- 
vanovodaı, to become strong, gain strength, which is not a 
middle (“corroborate vos,” Piscator), see on Rom. iv. 20. — 
Kal Ev TO Kpater THs ioxvos avrod] and by means of the 
might of His strength, which might, namely, must produce the 
strengthening in you. As to the respective notions, see on 
1.19. The xaé is not explicative, but annexes to the element, 
in which the strengthening is to take place, the effective 
principle of it (2 Cor. xii. 9). “ Domini virtus nostra est,” 
Bengel. 

Ver. 11. What they are to do in order to become thus strong, 
in connection with which the figurative discourse represents 
the readers as warriors (comp. 2 Cor. x. 4; 1 Thess. v. 8; 
Rom. vi. 13, 23, xiii. 12; 1 Tim. i. 18, vi.12;; 2 Tim. iv. 7). 
The more familiar, however, this figure was to the apostle, the 
more freely and independently is it here carried out, althoush 
(comp. on Tod awrnpiov, ver. 17) a reminiscence of Isa. lix. 17 
(comp. Wisd. v. 17 ff., and thereon Grimm, Handb. p. 119 £.) 
underlies it." — tiv mavorAlav tod Ocod] tiv mavorN. has the 
emphasis. In the very fact that not merely single pieces of the 
armour (Luther: harness), but the whole armour of God is put on 
(“ne quid nobis desit,” Calvin), resides the capacity of resistance 
to the devil. If tod Ocod had the emphasis (Harless), there 
must have been a contrast to other spiritual weapons (for that no 
material, actual weapons were meant, was self-evident). Rightly, 
therefore, have most expositors kept by the literal meaning 
of ravorXia, complete suit of armour of the heavy-armed 
soldier, omAirns (see Herod. i. 60; Plato, Legg. vii. p. 796 B; 
Bos, Exereitt. p. 192; Ottii Spicileg. p. 409); and the asser- 
tion (recently by Harless) that it here is equivalent generally 
to armatura (Vulgate, which was justly censured by Beza), is 

1 According to de Wette, we have here ‘‘a playful imitation in detail 
of 1 Thess. v. 8, in which use is made of Isa. lix. 17 (perhaps also of Wisd. 
v. 17 ff.).” An unwarranted judgment, inasmuch as Paul himself could here 
carry out more comprehensively his figure elsewhere thrown out in only a few 
outlines, and this he has done worthily and without attempt at play. An 


imitator, on the other hand, would here have assigned no other signification to 
the pieces of armour mentioned 1 Thess. v. 8 than they bear in that place. 
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arbitrary and contrary to linguistic usage; even in Judith 
xiv. 3, 2 Mace. iii. 25, the notion of the complete equipment 
is to be adhered to.' According to Polybius, vi. 23. 2 ff, 
there belong to the Roman wavorAia shield, sword, greaves, 
spear, breastplate, helmet. But the circumstance that in the 
detailed carrying out of the figure, ver. 13 ff, not all these 
parts are mentioned (the spear is wanting), and withal some 
portions are brought in (girdle, military sandals) which did 
not belong exclusively to the equipment of the heavy-armed 
soldier, but to military equipment in general, can, least of all 
in the case of Paul, occasion surprise or betray a special 
set purpose. Whether, we may add, the apostle thought of a 
Jewish or a Roman warrior is, doubtless, substantially in itself 
a matter of indifference, since the kinds of armour in the two 
cases were in general the same (see Keil, Arch. § 158); but 
the latter supposition is the most natural, inasmuch as the 
Roman soldiery wielded the power in all the provinces, Paul 
himself was surrounded by Roman soldiery, and for most 
Gentile readers in a non-Jewish province the term mavorAia 
could not but call up the thought of the Roman soldier. 
Even though Paul had, as we must suppose, the recollection 
of Isa. lix. 17 when he was employing such figurative language, 
this did not prevent his transferring the prophetic reminiscence 
to the conception of a Roman warrior (in opposition to Harless). 
— Tod Ocod] genitivus auctoris: the wavoTAla, which comes 
from God, which God furnishes. Sense without the figure: 
“appropriate to yourselves all the means of dcfence and offence 
which God bestows, in order to be in a position to withstand the 
machinations of the devil.” —otivar mpos] stand one’s ground 
against ; a military expression in keeping with the figure. See 
Kypke, II. p. 301. Comp. Thucyd. v. 104, and Poppo’s note 
thereon. The same thing is implied by ornvaı with the 
dative, Hom. J/. xxi. 600. Comp. ävriornre ro SiaBoro, 
Jas. iv. 7.— Tas nedod.) See on iv. 14. The plural denotes 
the concrete manifestations, Kühner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 11. 


1 Of the manner in which Paul himself wore and wielded the wavorAiz rou 
®:z0, his whole labours and each one of his Epistles afford the most brilliant 
evidence ; the latter especially in such outbursts as Rom. viii. 31 ff. ; 2 Cor. 
vi. 4 ff., 11, 23 ff. Comp. also 2 Cor. x. 4 f. 
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Luther aptly renders: the wily assaults. — tod Sdıaßorov]| 
“ prineipis hostium, qui ver. 12 ostenduntur,” Bengel. 

Ver. 12. I am warranted in saying mpos tas wedod. Tod 
dtaBorov; for we have not the wrestling with feeble men, but 
we have to contend with the diabolic powers. This contrast 
Paul expresses descriptively, and with what rhetorical power 
and swelling fulness! Observe, moreover, that the conflict to 
which Paul here refers is, according to ver. 13, still future ; 
but it is by éotw realized as present.— our... adda] The 
negation is not non tam, or non tantum (Cajetanus, Vatablus, 
Grotius, and others), but absolute (Winer, p. 439 ff. [E. T. 
622]); since the conflict on the part of our opponents is one 
excited and waged not by men, but by the devilish powers 
(though these make use of men too as organs of their hostility 
to the kingdom of God). — 7) raAn] The article denotes gene- 
rically the kind of conflict, which does not take place in the 
case of the Christians (mtv); they have not the wrestling with 
blood and flesh. Nothing else, namely, than Jucta, a wrestling, 
is the meaning of the raAn (Hom. JI. xxiii. 635, 700 ff. ; 
Xen. Mem. iv. 8. 27; Plat. Legg. vii. 795 D; and Ast, ad 
Legg. p. 378), a word occurring only here in the N. T., and 
evidently one specially chosen by the apostle (who elsewhere 
employs ay»v or payn), with the view of bringing out the 
more strongly in connection with pos alua Kai odpx. the 
contrast between this less perilous form of contest and that 
which follows. Now, as the notion of the adn is not 
appropriate to the actual conflict of the Christians rpos tas 
apyds «.7.r., because it is not in keeping either with the 
mavorAia in general or with its several constituent parts after- 
wards mentioned ver. 14 ff., but serves only to express what 
the Christian conflict is not; after aAAa we have not mentally to 
supply again 7 7dAn, but rather the general notion of kindred 
signification 7 wayn, or naxereov, as frequently with Greek 
writers (see Döderlein, de brachyl. in his Reden uw. Aufs. il. 
p. 269 ff. Krüger, Regist. zu Thucyd., p. 318), and in the 


1 Comp. already Augustine, De verbo Dom. 8: ‘‘ Non est nobis colluctatio 
adversus carnem et sanguinem, i. e. adversus homines, quos videtis saevire in 
nos. Vasa sunt, alius utitur; organa sunt, alius tangit.” 

* Comp. Plato, Soph. p.-249C: xpos ye rovroy mayri Aoyw maxertor. 
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N. T. (Buttmann, Neutest. Gramm. p. 336 [E. T. 392]) we 
have to derive from a preceding special notion an analogous 
more general one. What we have to sustain, Paul would say, 
is not the (less perilous) wrestling contest with blood and 
flesh, but we have to contend with the powers and autho- 
rities, etc. We have accordingly neither to say that with 
maddy Paul only lighted in passing on another metaphor (my 
own former view), nor to suppose (the wswal opinion) that he 
employed aA in the general sense of certamen, which, how- 
ever, is only done in isolated poetic passages (Lycophr. 124, 
1358), and hence we have the less reason to overlook the 
designed choice of the expression in our passage, or to depart 
from its proper signification. — pos aiua Kal cdpKa] ie. 
against feeble men, just as Gal. i.16. Only here and Heb. 
il. 14 (Lachmann, Tischendorf) does aiwa stand first, which, 
however, is to be regarded as accidental. Matthies (so already 
Prudentius, Jerome, Cajetanus) understands the lusts and 
desires having their root in ones own sensuous individuality ; 
but this idea must have been expressed by mpos tiv oapra 
alone without aiwa (Gal. v. 17, 24, al.), and is, moreover, at 
variance with the context, since the contrast is not with 
enemies outside of us, but with superhuman and superterrestrial 
enemies. — rpos Tas dpxas] This, as well as the following 
mpos Tas €£ovoias, designates the demons, and that according to 
their classes (analogous to the classes of angels),’ of which the 
apxai seem to be of higher rank than the é£ovedar (see on 
i. 21), in which designation there is at the same time given 
the token of their power, and this their power is then in the 
two following clauses (mpos Tovs . . . Eroupavioıs) characterized 
with regard to its sphere and to its ethical quality” The ex- 
ploded views, according to which human potentates of different 
kinds were supposed to be denoted by dpy., €Eove. «.r.A., may 


1 ** As every kingdom as such is inwardly organised, so also is the kingdom of 
the evil spirits,” Hahn, Z’heol. d: N. 7’. I. p. 347. 

* Observe how in our passage every word rises up as a witness against all 
attempts to make of the devil a mere abstraction, a personified cosmie prineiple, 
and the like. Beyschlag too, Christol. d. N. T. p. 244 f., contests, without, 
however, at the time entering into a detailed argument, the personality of Satan, 
as of the world of angels and spirits in general, and regards him as the vital 
prineiple of matter, the self-seeking of nature, etc. 
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be sc.n in Wolf. — pos tods Koopoxpat. tod oKor. Tovrov] 
Le. against the rulers of the world, whose domain is the present 
darkness. The cxotos todro is the existing, present darkness, 
which, namely, is characteristic of the aiwv odros, and from 
which only believers are delivered, inasmuch as they have 
become $as Ev kupiw, Téxva Tov bwrös (iv. 8, 9), being trans- 
lated out of the domain opposed to divine truth into the pos- 
session of the same, and thus becoming themselves @s dwornpes 
ev roouo (Phil. ii. 15). The reading tod cxotovs Tod aidvos 
rovrov is a correct gloss. This pre-Messianic darkness is the 
element adverse to God, in which the sway of the world-ruling 
demons has its essence and operation, and without which their 
dominion would not take place. The devils are called cocpo- 
Kpatopes (comp. Orph. H. viii. 11, xi. 11), because their 
dominion extends over the whole world, inasmuch as all men 
(the believers alone excepted, ii. 2) are subject to them. 
Thus Satan is called 6 Oecs tod aidvos ToVrov, 2 Cor. iv. 4, 
6 dpxwv ToD KoOcpov TovTOV, John xii. 31, xvi. 11 (comp. John 
xiv. 30), and of the world it is said that 6 ckoopos 6dos év Ta 
Ilovnp@ keiraı, 1 John v.19. The Rabbins, too, adopted the 
word wn pip, and employed it sometimes of kings, while 
they also say of the angel of death that God has made him 
Kocpokpatwp. See Schoettgen, Horae, p. 790; Buxtorf, Lez. 
Talmud. p. 2006f.; Wetstein, p. 259. Later also the 
Gnostics called the devil by this name (Iren. i. 1), and in the 
Testamentum Salomonis (Fabricius, Pseudepigr. i. p. 1047) the 
demons say to Solomon: 7yels Eauev TA Aeyöneva oToLyeEla, oi 
Koo MoKpaTopes TOD Köonov TovTov. The opinion that the 
compound has been weakened into the general signification 
rulers (Harless) is not susceptible of proof, and not to be 
supported by such Rabbinical passages as Bresh. rabba, sect. 
58f, 57.1: “ Abrahamus persecutus quatuor xoopoxpatopas,” 
where xooworpar. denotes the category of the kings, and this 
chosen designation has the aim of glorifying. See also, in oppo- 
sition to this alleged weakening, Shir. R. 3,4: “Tres reges 
«oonorpdropes: dominantes ab extremitate mundi ad extremi- 
tatem ejus, Nebucadnezar, Evilmerodach, Belsazar.” — rpös ta 
Tvevnarıra THS movnpias] against the spirit-hosts of wickedness. 
The adjective neuter, singular or plural, is collective, compre- 
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hending the beings in question according to their qualitative 
category as a corporate body, like TO moAırırov, the burgess- 
body (Herod. vii. 103); TO imrırov, the cavalry (Rev. ix. 16); 
Ta Anortpıra, the robbers (Polyaen. v. 14, 141), ra dovAa, ra 
aixpadwta «7.4. See Bernhardy, p. 326. Winer, p. 213 
[E. T. 299], correctly compares ta Samora according to its 
original adjectival nature. — ts movmpias] genitivus qualitatis, 
characterizing the spirit-hosts meant; ereiön ydp eioı Kat 
of AyyeAoı mveunara, mpocednke THS movmplas, Theodoret. 
Moral wickedness is their essential quality ; hence the devil is 
pre-eminently 0 rovnpos. The explanation spirituales nequitias 
‘Erasmus, Beza, Castalio, Clarius, Zeger, Cornelius a Lapide, 
Wolf, and others) is impossible, since, if ra mvevpatixa ex- 
pressed the quality substantively and raised it to the position 
of subject (see Matthiae, p. 994 ; Kühner, II. p. 122), we should 
have to analyse it as: the spiritual nature, or the spiritual 
part, the spiritual side of wickedness, all of which are unsuit- 
able to the context. — €v tots Erovpavioıs] Chrysostom, Theo- 
doret, Photius, Oecumenius, Cajetanus, Castalio, Camerarius, 
Heinsius, Clarius, Calovius, Glass, Witsius, Wolf, Morus, Flatt, 
and others incorrectly render: for the heavenly possessions, so 
that it would indicate the object of the conflict, and ev would 
stand for tmép or dud. Against this view we may urge not 
the order of the words, since in fact this element pushed on 
to the end would be brought out with emphasis (Kühner, II. 
p. 625), but certainly the ev, which does not mean on account 
of, and ra erovpavıa, which in our Epistle is always meant 
in a local sense (see oni, 3). The view of Matthies is also 
incorrect, that it denotes the place where of the conflict: “ in 
the kingdom of heaven, in which the Christians, as received 
into that kingdom, are also constantly contending against 
the enemies of God.” Ta Eerovpavıa does not signify the 
kingdom of heaven in the sense of Matthies, but the heavenly 
regions, heaven. Rückert, too, is incorrect, who likewise 
understands the place where of the conflict, holding that the 
contest is to be sustained, as not with flesh and blood, so also 


1 Where it is rendered so according to the approximate sense, the analysis 
follows another course. See on Matt. vi. 7; John xvi. 30; Acts vii. 29; 
2 Cor. ix. 4. 
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not upon the same solid ground, but away in the air, and is thus 
most strictly mars iniquus. Apart from the oddness of this 
thought, according to it the contrast would in fact be one not 
of terrestrial and superterrestrial locality, but of solid ground 
and baseless air, so that Paul in employing €» Tots Emovpav. 
would have selected a quite inappropriate designation, and 
must have said ev T@ aepı. Baumgarten-Crusius gives us the 
choice between two incorrect interpretations: the kingdom of 
spirtts, to which the kingdom of Christ too belongs, or the 
affairs of that kingdom. The correct connection is with ta 
TVEULATLKA THS Tovnpias, so that it expresses the seat of the 
evil spirits. So Jerome, Ambrosiaster, Luther, Beza, Calvin, 
Vatablus, Estius, Grotius, Erasmus Schmid, Bengel, Koppe, 
and many, including Usteri, Meier, Holzhausen, Harless, 
Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek. This “in the heavenly regions” 
is not, however, in accordance with the context, to be under- 
stood of the abode of God, of Christ, and of the angels (iii. 
10);* but, according to the popular view (comp. Matt. vi. 
26)—in virtue of the flexible character of the conception 
“heaven,” which embraces very different degrees of height 
(compare the conception of the seven heavens, 2 Cor. xii. 2) 
—of the superterrestrial regions, which, although still pertaining 
to the domain of the earth’s atmosphere, yet relatively appear 
as heaven, so that in substance ra erovpdvıa here denotes the 
same as 0 ap, by which at ii. 2 the domain of the Satanic king- 
dom is accurately and properly designated.” This passage serves 
as a guide to the import of ours, which is wrongly denied by 

! In opposition to Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 345. 

? Comp. Philippi, Glaubensl. III. p. 309 f. Prudentius has already, Hamar- 
tigenia, 513 ff., in a poetic paraphrase of our passage, correctly apprehended the 
meaning :— 

** Sed cum spiritibus tenebrosis nocte dieque 
Congredimur, quorum dominatibus humidus iste 
Et pigris densus nebulis obtemperat aér. 

Scilicet hoc medium coelum inter et infima terrae, 
Quod patet ac vacuo nubes suspendit hiatu, 
Frena potestatum variarum sustinet ac sub 
Principe Belial rectoribus horret iniquis. 


His conluctamur praedonibus, ut sacra nobis 
Oris apostolici testis sententia prodit.” 


Comp. Photius, Quaest. Amphil. 144. — According to Ascens. Isa. 10, it is the 
Jjirmamentum, in which the devil dwells. 
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Hahn (Theol. d. N. 7. I. p. 336 f.) on the basis of an erroneous 
interpretation of ap, ii. 2. According to the Rabbins, too, 
the lower of the seven heavens still fall within the region 
of the atmosphere. See Wetstein, ad 2 Cor. xii. 2. And 
the reason why Paul does not here say ev T@ aepı is, that he 
wishes to bring out as strongly as possible the superhuman and 
superterrestrial nature of the hostile spirits, for which purpose 
to name the air as the place of their dwelling might be less 
appropriate than to speak of the heavenly regions, an expression 
which entirely accords with the lively colowring of his picture." 
Semler and Storr, ignoring this significant bearing and suitable- 
ness of the expression, have arbitrarily imported a formerly, 
as though the previous abode of the demons had any connec- 
tion with the matter! Schenkel has even imported the irony 
of « paradox, which has the design of making the assumption 
of divine power and glory on the part of the demons ridiculous, 
as though anything of the sort were at all in keeping with 
the whole profound seriousness of our passage, or could have 
been recognised by any reader whatever! Hofmann finally 
(Schriftbeweis, I. p. 455) has, after a rationalizing fashion, 
transformed the simple direct statement of place into the 
thought: “not limited to this or that locality of the earthly 
world, but overruling the same, as the heavens encircle the 
earth.” The thought of this turn so easily made Paul would 
have known how to express—even though he had but said: ra 
övTa ws Ev Tois Erovpavioıs, or more Clearly: Ta övra mavraxov 
imo Tov ovpavov. The absence of a connective article is not 
at all opposed to our interpretation, since Ta mvevpatixa Ths 
movnpias Ev Tots Erovpavioıs might the more be combined into 
one idea, as it was the counterpart of such spirits upon earth. 
Comp. Tots mAovaios Ev TO viv aiwvı, 1 Tim. vi. 17, and see 
on ii. 11, iii. 10. — The zpos, four times occurring after ada, 


! Entirely uncalled for, therefore, and less in keeping with the colouring of the 
passage, would be the alteration already discussed in Photius, Quaest. Amphiloch. 
94, whereby, namely, vives had changed the troypavioss into dwoupavioıs—a CON- 
jecture approved by Erasmus, Beza, and Grundling (in Wolf). Luther, who 
translates “under the heaven,” probably did so, not as taking iv for örs,—like 
Alting subsequently (in Wolf), —but by way of explanation. Already in Homer 
ovpavas is, as is well known, employed of the higher region of air (under the 
firmament). See Nagelsbach, Hom. Theol. p. 19. 
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has rhetorical emphasis, as it needed to be used but once. 
Comp. Dem. 842, 7: mpös maidwv, mpos yuvaikadv, Tpos TOD 
övrwv wiv ayadav, Winer, p. 374 [E. T. 524]; Buttmann, 
Neutest. Gramm. p. 341 [E. T. 398].—As at ii. 2, so here 
also, Gnosticism is found by Baur in expression and conception, 
because, forsooth, Marcion and the Valentinians designated the 
devil as the xoopoxpatwp, and the demoniac powers as Ta 
TvevpatiKa THS movnplas (Iren. i. 5. 4,1. 28. 2). This is the 
inverting method of critical procedure. 

Ver. 13. Ata todro] because we have to fight against these 
powers. — avadaBere] the usual word for the taking up of 
armour. See Kypke and Wetstein. The opposite: kararidmuu. 
— dvriornvaı] namely, the assaults of the demons. — éy TA 
nuepa TH movnpa] The evil day means here, according to the 
context, neither the present life (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
who at the same time believed Bpaydyv Tov tod morenod 
kaıpov to be hinted at), nor the day of death (Erasmus Schmid), 
nor the day of judgment (Jerome); nor yet, as most expositors 
suppose, in general the day of conflict and of peril, which the 
devil prepares for us (so also Riickert, Harless, Matthies, 
Meier, Winzer, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Bleek), for every 
day was such, whereas the evil day here manifestly appears 
as a peculiar and stil future day, for the conflict of which 
the readers were to arm themselves. Hence also not: every 
day, on which the devil has special power (Bengel, Zachariae, 
Olshausen) ; but the emphatic designation 7 *jépa 7 movnpa 
could suggest to the reader only a single, cat’ e&oy»jv morally 
evil, day well known to him, and that is the day in which the 
Satanic power (0 IIovnpos) puts forth its last and greatest out- 
break, which last outbreak of the anti-Christian kingdom Paul 
expected shortly before the Parousia (see Usteri, Lehrbe- 
griff, p. 348 ff). Comp. also the évertws aiwyv movnpos, Gal. 
i. 4, and the remark thereon. — Kai ämavra Kkatepyacdpevos 
otjvat| This arnvaı corresponds to the preceding avrıorıvaı, 
of which it is the result ; and in the midst, between avrıornvaı 
and orivaı, lies dravta karepyac.: “to withstand in the evil 
day, and, after you shall have accomplished all things, to stand.” 
The. latter expression is the designation of the victor, who, 
after the fight is finished, is not laid prostrate, or put to flight, 
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but stands. Comp. Xen. Anab. i. 10.1. What is meant by 
äravra, is necessarily yielded by the connection, namely, 
everything which belongs to the conflict in question, the whole 
work of the combat in all its parts and actions. The 
karepyadeodaı retains its ordinary signification peragere, 
conficere, consummare (comp. van Hengel, ad Rom. I. p. 205), 
and is not, with Oecumenius, Theophylact, Camerarius, Beza, 
Grotius, Calovius, Kypke, Koppe, Flatt, Holzhausen, Harless, 
Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, and others, to be taken in the 
sense of debellare, overpower, in which sense it is, like the 
German abthun and niedermachen and the Latin conficere, 
usual enough (see Kypke, II. p. 301), but is never so 
employed by Paul—frequently as the word occurs with him 
—or elsewhere in the N. T., and here would only be required 
by the text, if äravras were the reading." De Wette objects 
to our interpretation as being tame. This, however, it is not, 
and the less so, because xarepyabeodaı is the characteristic 
word for a great and difficult work (Herod. v. 24; Plato, 
Legg. ui. p. 686 E, al. ; and see Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 107), 
and davra also is purposely chosen (all without exception ; 
see Valckenaer, Schol. I. p. 339). To be rejected also is the 
construction of Erasmus, Beza (who proposes this explanation 
alongside of the rendering prostratis, and is inclined to regard 
it as the better one), Calixtus, Morus, Rosenmiiller, and 
others: “ omnibus rebus probe comparatis ad pugnam” (Bengel). 
This would be mapackevacdpevoe (1 Cor. xiv. 8), and what a 
redundant thought would thus result, especially since orjvae 
would then be not at all different from avrıornvaı! Lastly, 
the translation of the Vulgate, which is best attested critically: 
in omnibus perfecti (comp. Lucifer, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius), is 
not to be regarded, with Estius, as the sense of our reading, 
but expresses the reading xareıpyaou£voı, which is, moreover, 
to be found in a vitiated form (katepyacpeévor) in codex A. 
Erasmus conjectured a corruption of the Latin codices. 


! Koppe felt this, hence he viewed &rayra as masculine, in accordance with 
Kypke’s proposal! Even in those passages which Kypke adduces for xarspya- 
fechas xavra, instead of xartpy. ravras, révra is to be left in the neuter sense, 
and xarspy. is to complete, to execute. Freely, but correctly in accordance with 
the sense, Luther renders: ‘‘that ye may perform all well, and keep the field.” 
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Ver. 14. In what manner they accordingly, clad conform- 
ably to the preceding requirement in the ravorXia Tod Ocod, 
are to stand forth. — orfre] is not again, like the preceding 
ornvaı, the standing of the victor, but the standing forth of 
the man ready for the combat. Besides Isa. lix. 17, Wisd. 
v. 17 ff, see also Rabbinical passages for the figurative 
reference of particular weapons to the means of spiritual 
conflict, in Schoettgen, Horae, p. 791 £— mepifwodpevor 
nv oopuv] having your loins girt about. Comp. Isa. xi. 5. 
For the singular 7. oo&., comp. Eur. Electr. 454: raxvmröpos 
moda, and see Elmsley, ad Hur. Med. 1077. The girdle or 
belt (£wornp, covering the loins and the part of the body 
below the breastplate, also called &@vn, Jacobs, ad Anthol. 
VII. p. 177, not to be confounded with fama, the lower part 
of the coat of mail) is first mentioned by the apostle, because 
to have put on this was the first and most essential require- 
ment of the warrior standing armed ready for the fight; to 
speak of a well-equipped warrior without a girdle is a con- 
tradietio in adjecto, for it was just the girdle which produced 
the free bearing and movement and the necessary attitude of 
the warrior. Hence it is not to be assumed, with Harless, 
that Paul thought of the girdle as an ornament. Comp. 
1 Pet. i. 13.— ev aAndeia] instrumental. With truth they 
are to be girt about, ac. truth is to be their girdle. Comp. 
Isa. x1. 5. As for the actual warrior the whole aptus habitus 
for the combat (this is the Zertium comparationis) would be 
wanting in the absence of the girdle; so also for the spiritual 
warrior, if he is not furnished with truth. From this it is at 
once clear that ad7@eva is not to be taken objectively, of the 
gospel, which, on the contrary, is only designated later, 
ver. 17, by püua Ocod; but subjectively, of truth as inward 
property, we. harmony of knowledge with the objective truth 
given in the gospel. The explanation sincerity (Calvin, Boyd, 
Estius, Olshausen, Bisping, and others) is, as expressive only 
of a single virtue, according to the context too narrow 
(compare the following Steavocivn, miotis x.7.r.), and the 
notion, moreover, would merge into that of the following 
dıkaroovvn, an objection which applies likewise to the ex- 
planation Christian integrity (Morus, Winzer). — tv Owpara 
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THs SuKatoc.} Genitivus appositionis ; comp. 1 Thess. v. 8; 
Wisd. v. 19; Soph. O. R. 170: &povridos éyyos. As the 
actual warrior has protected the breast, when he “ dopnra repi 
otnGecow éduvev” (Hom. ZI. iii. 332), so with you &eavocdvn 
is to be that, which renders your breast (heart and will) 
inaccessible to the hostile influences of the demons. 6c«aco- 
ovvy is here Christian moral rectitude (Rom. vi. 13), inasmuch 
as, justified through faith, we are dead to sin and live 
ev kaıvörntı Eons (Rom. vi. 4). Harless and Winzer 
understand the righteousness by faith, by which, however, 
inasmuch as this righteousness is given with faith, the @upeos 
Ths miorews, subsequently singled out quite specially, is 
anticipated. As previously the intellectual rectitude of the 
Christian was denoted by aA7Oeva, so here his moral rectitude 
by Seearoctyn. 

Ver. 15. And the service which the t7rodpata, the 
military sandals, Xen. Anab. iv. 5. 14 [Josephus, B. J. vi. 
1. 8] (caligae, compare the Heb. ND, Isa. ix. 4; see Gesenius, 
Thes. II. 932; Bynaeus, de cale. Hebr. p. 83 f.), render to the 
actual warrior, enabling him, namely, to advance against 
the enemy with agile and sure step, the érowwacia Tod 
ebayyediou Ths eipyvns is to render to you spiritual warriors, 
inasmuch as by virtue of it you march briskly and firmly 
against the Satanic powers.—v7odnodpevot K.T.A.] having your 
feet underbound with the preparedness of the gospel of peace. 
ev does not stand for eis (Vulgate, Erasmus, Vatablus, and 
others), but is instrumental, as in ver. 14, so that the Eroıuacia 
is conceived of as the ‚oot-elothing itself. Beza well remarks: 
“non enim vult nos docere dumtaxat, oportere nos esse cal- 
ceatos, sed calceos etiam, ut ita loquar, nobis praebet.” — 
Eroıuacia (with classical writers érouorns, Dem. 1268, 7, 
but see also Hippoer. p. 24, 47) is preparedness, whether it be 
an outward standing ready (Josephus, Antt. x. 1.2: duryidious 
eK THs EpoL mapovons Immovs eis Eroınaclav tiv mapexeıv 
Eroıpos eiui), or an inward being ready, promptitudo amimi. 
So LXX. Ps. x. 17, comp. Eroiun 7) kapdia, Ps. lvii. 7, exii. 7, 
where the LXX. indicate the notion of a prepared mind, 


1 In Wisd. xiii. 12 it means making ready (food). The Vulg. translates it in 
our passage in praeparatione (comp. Artemid, ii. 57). 
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which is expressed in Hebrew by forms of the stem }33, by 
the use of Erosuacia and érorpuos, following the signification of 
making ready, adjusting, which ja has in all the conjuga- 
tions of it which occur (Deut. xxxii. 6; Ps. vill. 4; Gen. 
xliii, 16; Prov. xix. 29; Neh. viii. 10; Ps. lix. 5), along- 
side of the signification of laying down, establishing, from 
which the former one is derived. Hence the LXX. trans- 
late {i232 too (foundation, as Ps. Ixxxix. 15) by érowpacia; 
not as though in their usage étoiuacia signified foundation, 
which it never does, but because they wnderstood ji in the 
sense of éroywacia. So Ezra ii. 68, where the house of God 
is to be erected upon tHv Eroımaciav avrod, upon the pre- 
paration thereof, i.e. upon the foundation already lying pre- 
pared. So also Ezra iii. 3; Ps. Ixxxix. 15; Dan. xi. 20, 21. 
Wrongly, therefore, have Wolf (after the older expositors), 
Bengel, Zachariae, Morus, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Bleek, 
and others, explained Erosuacia by fundamentum or fürmitas ; 
so that Paul is supposed to indicate “vel constantiam in tuenda 
religione Christi, vel religionem adeo ipsam, certam illam 
quidem et fundamento, cui insistere possis, similem,” Koppe. 
This is not only contrary to linguistic usage (see above), but 
also opposed to the context, since the notion does not suit the 
figurative conception of putting on shoes (droönaqu.). It is 
the readiness, the ready mind; not, however, for the procla- 
mation of the gospel (so, in some instances with a reference 
to Isa. lii. 7, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Pelagius, Erasmus, 
Luther, Vatablus, Clarius, Cornelius a Lapide, Erasmus 
Schmid, Estius, Grotius, Calovius, Calixtus, Michaelis, and 
others, including Riickert, Meier, Baumgarten - Crusius),— 
since, in fact, Paul is speaking to fellow-Christians, not 
to fellow-teachers,—but the promptitudo—and that for the 
conflict in question—which the gospel bestows, which is pro- 
duced by means of it. So Oecumenius (who has this inter- 
pretation alongside the former one), Calvin, Castalio, and 
others, including Matthies, Holzhausen, Harless, Olshausen, 
Winzer, de Wette, Schenkel. The explanation of Schleusner : 
“instar pedum armaturae sit vobis doctrina salutaris ... quac 
vobis semper in promptu sit, is to be rejected on account 
of ver. 17, according to which the gospel is the sword. — Tis 
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eipyuns] Subject - matter of the gospel, and that purposely 
designated in harmony with the context. For the gospel 
proclaims peace car’ é£oyny, i.c. peace with God, Rom. v. 1, 
Phil. i. 20, and produces precisely thereby the inner consecra- 
tion of courageous readiness for the conflict in question (Rom. 
viii. 51, 38, 39). At variance with the context, Erasmus, 
Paraphr., makes it: “evangelium, quod non tumultu, sed 
tolerantia tranquillitateque defenditur ;” and Michaelis holds: 
the peace between Jews and Gentiles is meant. If, however, 
it is taken, with Koppe and Morus, in accordance with the 
more extended sense of Div (comp. Rom. x. 15), the salva- 
tion-bringing (rather: the salvation-proclaiming, comp. 1. 13) 
gospel, this is done without any justification from the text, 
and to the injury of the special colouring of the several 
particulars. Winzer, finally, contrary to the unity of the 
sense, combines peace with God and everlasting salvation. 
Ver. 16. "Emit mäcıv] not: before all things (Luther, Castalio, 
Michaelis, and others), but: in addition to all. Comp. Luke 
iii. 20; Polyb. vi. 23. 12: emi 6€ maou tovToWs mpoceTiKoc- 
nodvraı Trepivo atepavw. See Wetstein, ad Luc. xvi. 26; 
Matthiae, p. 1371. By the three pieces previously men- 
tioned, vv. 14, 15 (which were all made fast to the body), 
the body is clothed upon for warlike purposes; what is still 
wanting, and must be added to all that has preceded, is 
shield, helmet, sword, vv. 16, 17. — tov O@upeov] Oupeos, which 
Polybius mentions and more fully describes as the first part 
of the Roman ravorXia (vi. 23. 2 ff.), is, with Homer, that 
which is placed in front of the doorway and blocks the 
entrance (Od. ix. 240, 313); and only with later writers 
(Plutarch, Strabo, ete.) is the shield (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 336, and Wetstein, ad loc.), and that the scutwm, the large 
shield, 4 feet in length and 24 feet in width, as distinguished 
from the small round buckler, clypeus, aomis. See Lipsius, 
de milit. Rom. iü. 2, ed. Plant. 1614, p. 106 ff; Alberti and 
Kypke in loc. ; Ottii Spieileg. p. 409 f. Comp. the Homeric 
caxos and the Hebrew 733. Paul does not say dois, because 
he is representing the Christian warrior as heavy-armed. — Tijs 
miotews] Genitivus appositionis, as ns Sixatoovyns, ver. 14. 
The faith, however, is not the faith of miracles (Chrysostom), 
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but the fides salvijica (11. 8), by which the Christian is assured 
of the forgiveness of his sins on account of the sacrificial 
death of Christ, and at the same time is assured of the Mes- 
sianic blessedness (i. 7, i. 5 ff, iii. 12), has the Holy Spirit 
as the earnest of everlasting life (i. 13, 14), and consequently 
has Christ in the heart (ii. 17; Gal. ii. 20), and as child of 
God (1.5; Rom. vii. 15 £.; Gal. iv. 5 ff.) under the govern- 
ment of grace (Rom. viii. 14) belongs so wholly to God (Rom. 
vi. 11; comp. 1 John iii. 7 ff), that he cannot be separated 
by anything from the love of God towards him (Rom. viii. 38) ; 
and on his part is consecrated only to the service of God 
(i. 4; Rom. vil. 4, 6, vi. 22), and hence through God carries 
off the victory over the power of Satan opposed to God 
(Rom. xvi. 20; 2 Thess. iii. 3). Only wavering faith is 
accessible to the devil (2 Cor. xi. 3; comp. 1 Pet. v. 8, 9). 
— év ©] by means of which, ie. by holding it in front. — 
övvnoeode] for the conflict in question is future. See on 
vv. 12, 13.— tot mwovnpov] of the morally evil one xar’ 
eEoyny, \.e. the devil; 2 Thess. iii. 3; Matt. v. 37, vi. 13, xiii. 
19, 38; John xvii. 15; 1 John v. 19.—-7a' mervpwueva] 
those set on fire, the burning ones. Comp. Apollod. Bibl. ii. 5. 2; 
Leo, Tact. xv. 27, ed. Heyn.; also rupbopo: öicroi in Thucyd. 
ii. 75. 4; BéAn tupdopa, Diod. xx. 96 ; Zosim. Hist. p. 256, 2. 
The malleoli are meant, ie. arrows tipped with inflammable 
material (tow, pitch) and shot off after being kindled, which, 
known also to the Hebrews (see expositors on Ps. vu. 14), 
were in use among the Greeks and Romans, and are to be dis- 
tinguished from the javelins of the same kind ( falaricac, see 
Vegetius, iv. 8). For the description of the malleoli, see 
Ammian. Marcell. xxiii. 4; and see, in general, Lydius, 
Agonist. p. 45, de re mil. p. 119, 815; Spanheim, ad Julian. 
Orat. p. 193. Poisoned arrows (Od. i. 260 f.; Virg. Aen. ix. 
773; Ps. xxxviii. 3; Job vi. 4; and see Lyd. de re mil. 
p. 118) are not meant (as supposed by Boyd, Hammond, 
Bochart), since these are not on fire (mervpwueva), but excite 
a fire (inflammation). The aim of the predicate, we may 
add, is to present in strong colours the hostile and destructive 

! The article implies that Satan discharges other arrows besides burning ones, 
See Kühner, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 6. 1. 

MEYER—Ern. ¥ 
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character of the Satanic assaults; but more special explana- 
tions of its import, such as of the burning desires excited by 
Satan (Chrysostom, Theophylact ; comp. Oecumenius), or of 
doubts and of the anguish of despair (Boyd), are inappropriate ; 
and the more so, inasmuch as in the whole context the 
apostle is speaking of diabolic assaults in general, not of par- 
ticular kinds thereof. — oBéca] The shields of the Greeks 
and Romans were as a rule of wood, with a thick coating of 
leather (Hom. Jl. v. 452; Herod. vii. 91; Polyb. Zc. ; Plin. 
viii. 39; and see, in general, Lipsius, de milit. Rom. iu. 2, 
p. 109 ff.). So Paul conceives of faith under the figure of 
such a shield, which not only prevents the missiles from 
injuring the warrior, but also by reason of its coating brings 
it about that these do not set on fire the wood of the shield, 
but must needs be themselves extinguished, so that thus the 
warrior, by holding the shield in front of him, can quench 
the fiery arrows. 

Ver. 17. We have to prefix not a full stop, as is done by 
Lachmann and Tischendorf, seeing that ver. 18 has reference 
to the whole from ernre onward, vv. 14-17 (see on ver. 18), 
but only a comma. Paul, namely, passes over from the parti- 
cipial construction into that of the verbum finitum, as at i. 20, 
—a change to which he was drawn by the increasing vivacity 
of his figurative conception, which, moreover, induced him now 
to prefix the object (wepuxeparaiay and naxaıpav, ver. 17). 
—In natural sequence he brings forward first the taking of 
the helmet, and then that of the sword; because the left hand 
already grasps the shield (ver. 16), and thus after the taking 
of the sword there is no hand free:— Tod cwrnpiov] again 
genitive of apposition. The salvation, ic. the salvation xar 
eLoyny, the salvation of the Messianic kingdom, of which the 
Christian is partaker (before the Parousia, as an ideal posses- 
sion, Rom. viii. 247), serves, appropriated in his consciousness, 
to protect him against the assaults of the devil aimed at his 
everlasting life, like the helmet, which defends the warrior 


1 Hence Paulin 1 Thess. v. 8 says : rspixiQuaruiay iA vida curapias, Which, how- 
ever, does not justify in our passage the explanation hope of salvation, given to 
it by Cajetanus, Calvin, Zanchius, Boyd, Estius, Grotius, Calixtus, Michaelis, 
Rosenmüller, Meier, Winzer, and others. 
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-from deadly wounds on the head. As to the Roman helmets, 
see Lipsius, de milit. Rom. iii. 5, p. 122 ff. For the use of 
owrnpiov as a substantive, comp. Luke ii. 20, ui 6; Acts 
xxviii. 28; frequently met with in the classics and the LXX. ; 
see Schleusner, Zhes. sub voce. Neither Christ Himself (Theo- 
doret, Bengel) nor the gospel (Holzhausen) is meant. It is 
true that the word cwrypiov is not elsewhere used by Paul; 
but here it is explained as a reminiscence from the LXX. 
Isa. lix. 17. — d€é€ac0e] receive, namely, from God (ver. 13), 
who offers you this helmet. — tiv padyatpav tov mvevpatos | 
The genitive cannot here be appositional (in opposition to 
Harless, Olshausen, Schenkel, and older expositors), since 
there follows the explanation 6 eorı prua ©eov, from which it 
is clear that the sword of the Spirit is not the Spirit itself, 
but something distinct therefrom, namely, the word of God 
(comp. Heb. iv. 12). Comp. also Bleek. If Paul had wished 
to designate the Spirit itself as sword, the explanation 6 &atı 
pjya Ocod would have been inappropriate, inasmuch as the 
word of God and the Holy Spirit are different things ;* in 
Romans, too, +vedua means nothing else than the Holy Spirit. 
The payaipa tod mvevp. is the sword, which the Holy Spirit 
furnishes (comp. rnv mavomAlav tod ©eod, vv. 11, 13), and 
this sword is the word of God, the gospel (comp. on v. 26), 
the contents of which the Spirit brings vividly to the con- 
sciousness of the Christian, in order that he may defend 
himself by the divine power of the gospel (Rom. i. 16) against 
the assaults of the diabolie powers, and may vanquish them, 
as the warrior wards off and vanquishes the enemy with the 
sword. Limitations of the phua Oeod, either to the command- 
ments of God (Flatt), or to the divine threatenings against the 
enemies of the Christians (Koppe), are as arbitrary and inap- 
propriate as is the explaining tod mvevpatos of the human 
spirit (Morus, Rosenmiiller), or by mvevyatixny (Grotius, 
Michaelis, and others; comp. already Chrysostom and Erasmus), 


1 It is true Olshausen observes that the Word as to its inner essence is 
Spirit, as the efflux of God the Spirit. But that isa guid pro quo ; for the word 
would not here be termed Spirit (as John vi. 63), but the Spirit, i.e. the Holy 
Spirit Himself. <A like quid pro quo is made by Schenkel, namely, that the 
word of God is the most adequate expression of the absolute Spirit (John iv. 24). 
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which, according to Grotius, is to serve “ molliendis transla- 
tionibus,” but yet would have again to be explained by tod 
mvevpatos in the sense of the Holy Spirit. — 6 eorı] apply- 
ing, according to the ordinary attraction, to Tv naxaıpar. 
Olshausen, in accordance with his erroneous conception of 
Tov mvevpaTos, refers it to the latter. So already Basil, contr. 
Eunom. 11, who proves from our passage that not only the 
Son, but also the Spirit is the Word! 


REMARK ON vy, 14-17.—In the exposition of these several 
portions of the armour of the spiritual warrior, it is just as 
unwarrantable to press the comparisons, by pursuing the points 
of comparison into.such particular details as it may please us to 
select from the various uses of the pieces of armour in question 
(an error which several of the older expositors committed) ,— 
whereby free room is given for the play of subjectivity, and the 
vivid objective delineation of the apostle’s figure is arbitrarily 
broken up,—as it is, on the other hand, arbitrary to disregard 
the differences in the figures derived from military equipment, 
and to say: “universa potius armorum notio tenenda est” 
(Winzer, lc. p. 14; comp. Morus, Rosenmiiller, and others). 
The essential characteristic—the specific main point—whereby 
the pieces named are distinguished from each other in respect 
of that for which they serve, must be furnished by the 
nature of the comparison with the respective means of spiritual 
conflict; so that Paul must have been conscious why he here 
designated, e.g., dasobvn as the breastplate, faith as the shield, 
etc., namely, inasmuch as he looked at the former really from the 
point of view of the essential destination of the breastplate, the 
latter from that of the essential destination of the shield, ete. 
Otherwise his representation would be a play of figures, of 
which the separate images, so different in themselves, would 
have no basis in the conception of what is represented. To this 
there is nothing opposed in the fact that here dimaswowvm appears 
as the breastplate, while at 1 Thess. v. 8 it is faith and love 
which so appear; for the figurative mode of regarding the 
subject can by no means, with a mind so many-sided, rich, and 
versatile as that of St. Paul, be so stereotyped that the very same 
thing which he has here viewed under the figure of the protect- 
ing breastplate, must have presented itself another time under 
this very same figure. Thus, e.g., there appears to him, as an 
offering well-pleasing to God, at one time Christ (Eph. v. 2), at 
another the gifts of love received (Phil. iv. 18), at another time 
the bodies of Christians (Rom. xii. 1); under the figure of the 
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seed-corn, at one time the body becoming buried (1 Cor. xv. 
36 f.), at another time the moral conduct (Gal. vi. 7) ; under the 
figure of the leaven, once moral corruption (1 Cor. v. 6), another 
time doctrinal corruption (Gal. v. 9); under the figure of cloth- 
ing which is put on, once the new man (iv. 24), another time 
Christ (Gal. iii. 27), at another time the body (2 Cor. v. 3), and 
other similar instances. 


Ver. 18. After Paul has, vv. 14-17, placed before his 
readers in what armour they are to stand forth, he shows yet 
further how this standing ready for the combat must be com- 
bined with prayer: “ with prayer and entreaty of every kind, 
praying at each moment in virtue of the Spirit.” These are 
two parallel specifications of mode, whereof the second more 
precisely defines the first, and which stand in grammatical 
and logical connection with orte oöv, ver. 14; not with the 
intervening öe&acde, ver. 17, which rather is itself subordinate 
to the ornre, and only by a deviation from the construction 
has come to be expressed in the imperative instead of the 
participle, wherefore arnre odv remains the precept ruling the 
whole description, vv. 14-17. Should we join them to 
déface, neither maons nor ev mavri Katp@ would be appro- 
priate to this momentary act; for we would, in fact, be told 
not how the sword of the Spirit should be handled (Olshausen ; 
comp. Harless: “the temper in which they are to wield such 
weapons’), but how it should be Zaken ! An imperative signi- 
fication (Bleek) the participle has not. — 6a maons mpocevy. 
x. öena.] is to be taken by itself, not to be joined to the follow- 
ing Trpocevxön. (so usually, as also by Rückert, Matthies, 
Harless, Bleek; not Meier and Baumegarten-Crusius), since 
otherwise a tautological redundancy of expression would arise 
(not to be confounded with the mode of expression mpocevyxn 
mpocevxeodaı, Jas. v. 17),—arbitrarily conjectured by de Wette 
to have been occasioned by Phil. iv. 6,—and because it is an 
impossibility to pray dua maons mpooevxns Ev mavri Kap. 
dca here denotes “ conditionem, in qua locatus aliquid vel facias 
vel patiaris,” Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 138; Winer, p. 339 
[E. T. 453], ce. while ye employ every kind of prayer and 


1 The case would be otherwise, and this impossibility would not exist, if it 
were said: da wraons xporsuriis x. dena. xa) tv m. xaIpy. 
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entreaty, omit no sort of prayer and entreaty. Those who 
join with mpocevxög. take dua as by means of. But see above. 
The expression maons mpocevy. receives its elucidation from 
the following ev ravri kaıpo, inasmuch as to different eircum- 
stances of the time different kinds of prayer, as respects 
contents and form, are appropriate. mpocevxn and dSénous 
are distinguished not so, that the former applies to the 
obtaining of a blessing, the latter to the averting of an evil 
(Grotius and many)—a meaning which, quite without proof 
from the linguistic usage of the single words, is derived merely 
from the combination of the two; but rather as prayer and 
entreaty, of which only the former has the sacred character and 
may be of any tenor; the latter, on the other hand, may be 
addressed not merely to God, as here, but also to men, and is sup- 
plicatory in tenor. See Harless on the passage, and Fritzsche, 
ad Rom. Il. p. 372 f.— ev ravti kaıpo] at every season, not 
merely under special circumstances and on particular occasions. 
Comp. Luke xxi. 36. It is the advadetrtTws tpocevyer ban, 
1 Thess. v. 17, ii, 13,1. 3; Rom. i. 9.— ev mveiuarı) under- 
stood of the human spirit (Rom. viii. 10), would denote the 
heartfelt prayer in contrast to the mere utterance of the lips 
(Castalio, Zanchius, Erasmus Schmid, Grotius, Morus, Koppe, 
Rosenmiiller, and others). But this contrast was so obvious of 
itself, that such a description of prayer would be quite out of 
place in the flow of the passage before us, accumulating, as it 
does, simply elements that are specifically Christian. The Holy 
Spirit is meant (ver. 17), by virtue of whom the Christian is 
to pray. See Rom. viii. 15, 26; Gal. iv. 6.—xal eis avto 
aypuTv. K.T.X.] attaches to the general mpocevyopevot Ev m. K. 
ev mv. something special, namely, intercession, and that for 
all Christians, and in particular for the apostle himself: and 
in that ye on this behalf are watchful in every kind of persever- 
ance and entreaty for all saints and for me, etc. According to 
de Wette, eis auto ayp. is to be held as still belonging to the 
general exhortation to prayer, and Ev 7. mpooxapr. K.T.A. to 
be the addition of a special element, like ev evxap., Col. iv. 2. 
But how idly would «. eis avro ayp. then be used, seeing that 
the continual praying is already before so urgently expressed ! 
Moreover, xai betrays the transition to a new element of 
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prayer. — eis auto] in reference thereto, on behalf of this, namely, 
of the mpocevyecOas Ev mavri Kaip@ Ev Tvevpare just required. 
By avro, namely, is denoted that which is just being spoken of, 
and it is distinguished from avro rodro (the Recepta) only in 
this respect, that the latter (comp. on Rom. ix. 17) designates 
the subject in question at the same time demonstratively, 
and so still more definitely ; see on ver. 22; Kiihner, ad Xen. 
Mem. iii. 10. 14; Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. ii. p. 362 D. Accord- 
ing to Holzhausen (comp. Koppe), it has reference to wa pot 
5007. But in that case eis rodro must have been written; 
and, moreover, wept mdvrov THY ayiwv would be from a logical 
point of view opposed to it. — €v wdoy mpocKapt. K. denaeı 
mepi m. T. ay.| denotes the domain, wherein, etc. On behalf of 
the required mpocevxeodaı they are to be watchful in every 
kind of perseverance and entreaty for all saints. The Tpoc- 
Kaptépnats is, according to the context (and comp. Col. iv. 2), 
the perseverance in prayer, so that ev mw. mpook. corresponds 
to the dua mac. mpocevxijs at the beginning of the verse, and 
then with kai (ev maon) dSenoe, as there, the entreaty attaches 
itself, but now with the more precise definition: repi mavrov 
av ayiov, which hence belongs not to rpooxapr., but only to 
Öenaeı, as, indeed, accordingly the latter may not be amalga- 
mated with mpookapr. into a &v dia Övoiv. According to 
tückert, €v maan mpookapr. x. Sejoes is added, in order to be 
able to annex wepi avr. t. ay. But in that case could 
not Paul have written merely eis aurö dypuTv. wep) mart. 
7. ay., and that without risk of being misunderstood? No, 
the év mac Tpock. x. Seno., in itself not essential, gives to his 
discourse the emphasis of earnestness and solemnity. Comp. 
Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. xxxviil. f.—7doy] as previously 
Tans. 

Ver. 19. Kal wrép euov] xa’: and in particular. See 
Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 11, 713. The special point which, in 
connection with the intercession embracing all Christians, he 
would have to be made matter of supplication for himsel/, is 
stated in what follows. ürep expresses, as previously the 
wept in current use, the sense in commodum (see Schaefer, 
App. ad Dem. I. p. 190; Buttmann, Ind. ad Mid. p. 188); 
and only the form of sensuous perception, which underlies the 
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two prepositions, is different, as in the case of the Germ. über 
and wi; comp. 1 Pet. iii, 18. It is wrongly assumed by 
Harless that only daép expresses in itself the relation of 
care for, and not wept. The notion of the latter—that of 
encircling—in fact sensuously embodies such care; hence 
with classical writers too, especially with Demosthenes, zrepé 
and w7rép are interchanged without any difference of sense, e.g. 
Phil. ii. p. 74, 35: pa) wept tov Sixalwov und ümep tav EEw 
mpaypnarwv elvar THY BovAmv, AAN vrép Tay Ev TH xwpa, 
10. 16: od mepi doEns odd’ vrep pépous xwpas TorEpLodcr, 
Xen. Mem. i. 1. 17: brép tovtwv rept abtod tapayvevat, 
Thucyd. vi. 78. 1: Ümep ye THs Ewijs xuvduvevey, evdvund)tw 
ov Tept THS Euns maddov. — iva pot 6007 x.7.r.] Aim of the 
Kal vTép Epovd, and consequently contents of the intercession 
for the apostle (comp. on iii. 16): in order that utterance may 
be given to me on the opening of my mouth, i.e. that there may 
not be withheld from me by God, but may on the contrary be 
conferred, that which I ought to speak when I open my mouth. 
That Paul means the speaking with a view to the proclamation 
of the gospel, is from the context (see Ev tappno. yvop. K.T.A.) 
clear. The emphasis, however, is upon 8097, to which, in the 
sequel, €v rappncia significantly corresponds ; for this freedom 
of speech is the consequence wished for by Paul from that 
bestowal. Comp. Luke xxi. 15. As to dvoilyeıv TO oTöna, 
which in itself represents nothing else than the opening of the 
mouth to speak, comp. on Matt. v. 2; 2 Cor. vi. 11; on the 
substantive @vouE&ıs, comp. Thue. iv. 67. 3. The expression 
is graphic, and has here something of a pathetic nature, without, 
however, containing a qualitative feature of the discourse itself, 
not even the character of unpremeditated utterance (Oecu- 
menius: ev avT@® TO dvolkaı 6 Aöryos Tponer), Which would 
have been expressed by ev aurn rn avoife: Tod oT., or in a 
similar significant way. This at the same time in opposition 
to Calvin, Boyd, Zanchius, Michaelis, Zachariae, and others, 
including Koppe, Riickert, Matthies, Meier, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, de Wette, Bleek, Schenkel, who explain: unreservedly, 
frankly, which would have to be attached not to what follows 
(see below), but closely to Aöryos, and thereby, again, the ev 
mappneia yvop. would be unwarrantably anticipated. Follow- 
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ing Bullinger, Calovius, Cornelius a Lapide, and others,' 
Harless and Olshausen understand the dvou&is tod aTouaros 
as the act of God (comp. Ezek. iii. 27, xxix. 31, xxxii. 22; 
Ps. li. 17), holding it to denote: the bestowed capacity of 
speaking in contrast to an earlier bound state of the tongue. 
Paul would thus have said: “in order that utterance may be 
given unto me through my mouth being opened.” But what 
needless diffuseness of expression, since 8009 Aöyos and avorEs 
Tod orouaros would be just the same thing! Kypke and 
Koppe attach ev avoife. tov or. a. to what follows; in which 
case Kypke regards ev mappnaia as epexegesis of avol£eı T. 
or. a., and Koppe, following Grotius,’ refers ev app. to the 
outward freedom : “non vinculis constrictus in carcere latens.” 
The latter explanation is logically erroneous, since, thus under- 
stood, ev wappno. would be something quite other than the 
avorkis TOD oTOmatos, and thus could not be added by way of 
apposition, without «ai; and linguistically erroneous, since 
mappnoia never denotes outward freedom, and here especially 
its signification of boldness is rendered clear by the wappn- 
otdowpar of ver. 20. Comp. Fritzsche, Diss. IL in 2 Cor. 
p- 99 f. In opposition to Kypke, it may be urged that an 
addition of so purely exegetical a character, as ev rapp. would 
be to Ev avol€. T. oTöu. ., would not be in keeping with the 
elevated style of the discourse, which is not couched in any- 
thing like a didactic tone. Köster (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, 
p- 317), with whom, in the main, Bleek agrees, attaches ev 
avol€. T. crop. a. to what follows, and takes 6097 Aoyos in the 
well-known classical sense: fo allow one to come to speech, to 
let: him speak (Dem. 26, 18; 27, 9;:508, 16; 1220, 20; 
comp. Aöyov Tuxeiv, 229, 13); so that Paul is supposed to 
say : “that opportunity to speak may be given to me, namely, 
at the opening of my mouth (that is, when I wish to speak) 


1 Grotius also regards the éyva%is rod orjuaros as the act of God: “sie Deus 
labia aperire dicitur, ubi materiam suppeditat sibi gratias agendi, Ps. li. 15,” 
yet makes out of it, after the Rabbinical MH PMNs (see Capell. Spicileg. p. 112; 
Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 1872), occasione (loyuendi) data. But the sense, 
“opportunity to speak,” could only so be brought out in the event of the 
words running thus: iva wo 306% Avakıs rod orouarcs wor. 


® “*Ut ab hac custodia militari liber per omnem urbem perferre possem 
sermonem evang.,” etc. 
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frankly to proclaim,” ete. But even in this way ev dvoiEe. Tob 
atom. ov. would be only a needless and cumbrous addition. 
— év mappreia yvoploaı K.T.A.] with frankness to make known 
the mystery of the gospel, i.e. the mystery (see on i. 9) which 
forms the contents of the gospel. The opportunity of preaching 
was not taken from the apostle in his captivity at Caesarea 
(Acts xxiv. 23), nor yet afterwards at Rome (Acts xxvii. 30 f.). 
Should we attach ev app. to what precedes (Vatablus: “ut 
detur mihi aperto ore loqui libere, ut notum faciam,” etc.), 
yvepicat would be without a necessary modal definition, 

REMARK.—If the Recepta öodein were genuine, the statement 
of aim, introduced by iva, would be adduced from the mind of 
the persons praying, thus in the character of the oratio obliqua. 
See on i. 17. 

Ver. 20. For which (to conduct its cause) I discharge the 
office of ambassador in @ chain. Comp. on 2 Cor. v. 20. It 
is to be explained neither as though ümep ob mpeoßevwv ev 
anrvcer eipt (Zachariae, Rückert, Matthies) were written, nor 
as though isép ob Kal Ev advoe mpeoßeiw were the reading 
(Grotius: “nunc quoque non desino legationem,” etc.) ; nor 
is ov to be referred, as is usually the case, merely to Tov 
evayyer., but to TO wuaTHpLov Tov evayy., seeing that this 
was the object of yvopicaı, and to this yvoplaaı the mpecBevo 
significantly corresponds. Comp. Col. iv. 3: Aadjoaı To 
pvatipiov Tod Kpıcrod, du 6 Kal Sédenar.— mpeoßevw] whose 
ambassador he is, was at once understood by the reader, namely, 
Christ's; and equally so to whom his embassy was addressed, 
namely, to all peoples, specially the Gentiles (Acts ix. 15, 
xxii. 15; Rom. i. 14, xi. 13; Gal. ii. 9). The opinion of 
Michaelis, that Paul designates himself as delegate of Christ to 
the Roman court, would, even if he had written the Epistle 
in Rome, be imported, since no reader could find anything else 
than the apostle denoted by mpeoßevw without more precise 
definition. — Ev aAvaeı] On év, comp. phrases like eis ryv 
ddvow Ewminrew, Polyb. xxi. 3. 3. Wetstein, we may add, 
aptly observes: “ alias legati, jure gentium sancti et inviola- 
biles, in vinculis haberi non poterant.” To infer, however, from 
the use of the singular (Baumgarten, Paley, Flatt, Steiger) the 
custodia militaris, in which Paul was at Rome (Acts xxvii. 20; 
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2 Tim. i. 16), is too hasty; partly for the general reason that 
the singular must by no means be urged, but may be taken 
collectively (Bernhardy, p. 58 £.), and partly for the special 
reason that we have to think of Paul at Caesarea too, and 
that from the very beginning of his captivity there (see on 
Acts xxiv. 23), as in. the custodia militaris; Acts xxiv. 27, 
xxvi. 29.1 The significant bearing of the addition Ev advceı is to 
make palpable the so much greater need of the rappnela, and so 
the more fully to justify the longing for the intercessory prayer 
of the readers. — iva Ev avt@ mappna. ws det we Nar.] Parallel 
to the wa nos 8007... evayyeXiov, ver. 19, and indeed not 
tautological (in opposition to Harless), but, by means of ws 
def me AAAHCaL, more precisely defining the thought already 
expressed. As similar parallels by means of a second iva, 
comp. Rom. vii. 13; Gal. iii. 14; 1 Cor. xii. 20; 2 Cor. ix. 3. 
Harless regards this second wa as subordinate to the first. 
Thus the words would express not the aim on account of which 
Paul suminons his readers to prayer, as stated by Harless, but 
the aim of the 8007 Xoyos «.7.A. But this would be inappro- 
priate, since 6009 Aöros «.r.X. has already the definition of aim 
appropriate to it, namely, in Ev wapp. yvwp. «.7.r. Bengel 
and Meier make ia dependent on mpecBevw ev advoee (in 
which case Meier imports the sense, as if the words were iva 
Kab Ev aurn mapp.); but the clause expressive of the aim: “in 
order that I may therein speak as boldiy as I am bound to 
speak,” does not logically correspond to the Tpeoßeiw ev 
ddvoet, because without any reference to ev ddvoe. Had 
Paul merely written: iva mappnoıdowpaı Ev adt@ (without 
ws Set ne NaAjoat), by which the rappne. would have become 
emphatic,” or: va moAA® naAAov mappne. év auro, the logical 
relation would be satisfied. — €v av7@] namely, in the mystery 
of the gospel, i.e. occupied therewith, in the proclamation thereof 
(Matthiae, p. 1342). Comp. Actsix.27. Harless understands 
ev of the source or ground of the mappncia, which has its basis 


1 In the latter passage the plural ray &ox. roirwy is not at variance with 
this view, as it is rather the categoric plural, and leaves the question entirely 
undecided, whether Paul was bound with one or more chains. 

* This seems also to have been felt by Bengel, who connected as dr we Awa, 
with yvwpicas, which certainly could not occur to any reader. 


348 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS. 


in the message itself [rather : in the mystery of the gospel ; see 
on v7ép od]. But the context represents the pwuornpioy tod 
evayy. as the object of the bold discourse (ver. 19); and the 
source of the mappneia is in God (see 1 Thess. ii. 2), which is 
not indeed here expressed, but is implied in the fact that it is 
to be obtained for the apostle by prayer on the part of the 
readers. — ws de? we AadFjoar] to be taken together (comp. Col. 
iv. 4); and after we there is not to be put any comma, by 
which Aadjoat would be connected with rappne. (Koppe),— 
a course, which is impossible just because wappne. already 
expresses the bold speaking; and thus AaAneaı, if it were to 
be more precisely defining, could not but of necessity have with 
it a modal definition (comp. 1 Thess. ii. 2). See Fritzsche, 
Diss. Win 2 Cor. py 100€ 

Ver. 21. 4é] Serving to make the transition to another 
subject. — Kat tyeis] ye also, not merely the Colossians, Col. 
iv. 8,9. See Introd. § 2. While most of the older exposi- 
tors pass over this «ad in silence (rightly, however, explained 
in a general sense by Bengel: “ perinde ut alii”), Rückert 
and Matthies strangely enough think that it stands in contra- 
distinction to the apostle himself. From this there would in fact 
result the absurd thought: “in order that not only I, but also 
ye may know how it fares with me.” — ra kar' eue] my eir- 
cumstances, my position, Phil. i. 22; Col. iv. 7. See Kühner, 
II. p. 119.— ri mpaoow] more precise definition of ra Kat’ 
ewe: what I experience. ie. how it fares with me, how I find 
myself" So often also in classical writers, “de statu et rebus, 
in quibus quis constitutus est et versatur,” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 
II. 629. Comp. Ael. V. H. ii. 35, where the sick Gorgias is 
asked ri mparroı, Plato, Theact. p. 174 B; Soph. Oecd. R. 74; 
and see Wetstein and Kypke. — Tuy:xos] See Acts xx. 4; 
Col. iv. 7; 2 Tim. iv. 12. Beyond these passages unknown. 
— 0 ayarntos aderpos Kal mıcr. Stak. Ev kup.] So Paul cha- 
racterizes Tychicus by way of commendation,’ and that (@) as 

! Others, like Wolf: what I am doing. But that the reader knew. He was 
doing the one thing, which always occupied him. See vv. 19, 20. 

* The assumption of a more special design as regards ırris, namely, that it is 
meant to represent Tychicus as a trustworthy reporter (Grotius), is inadmissible, 


because Tychicus without doubt was known to the readers (Acts xx. 4). It was 
otherwise in relation to the Colossians. See on Col. iv. 7. 
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his beloved fellow-Christian, and (b) as his faithful official 
servant. As the latter, he was employed by Paul for just 
such journeys as the present. Comp. 2 Tim. iv. 12. Mark 
likewise, according to 2 Tim. iv. 11, receives from the apostle 
the testimony that he is for him evypnatos ets dLakoviav. 
Others, like Grotius (comp. Calvin), do not refer dcaxovos to 
the relation to the apostle, but explain it: servant of the gospel 
[minister evangelii], while Estius and many understand spe- 
cially the ecclesiastical office of the deacon. But Col. iv. 7, 
where diaxovos Kal avvdovros are united (the latter word 
softening the relation of service towards the apostle expressed 
by dcaxovos), speaks in favour of our view. — ev cupiw] belongs 
only to dvaxovos, not to aöeAdos as well (in opposition to Meier 
and Harless), since only the former had need of a specific 
definition (comp. on Phil. i. 14), in order to be brought out 
in its true relation (and not to bear the semblance of harsh- 
ness). Not beyond the pale of Christian relations was Tychi- 
cus servant of the apostle, but im Christ his service was 
carried on, Christ was the sphere of the same, inasmuch as 
Tychicus was official dtwaxovos of the apostle. Ev xupie is 
attached without an article, because combined with écaxovos 
so as to form one idea. 

Ver. 22. "Erewya pos duds] namely, that he should travel 
from Colossae to you, Col. iv. 7-9. See Introd. § 2. — eis auto 
tovto] in this very design. See on ver. 18, and Bornemann, 
ad Xen. Mem. iii. 12. 2; Pflusk, ad Eur. Androm. 41. — iva 
yvete Ta wept nuov] must on account of eis avTo TodTO neces- 
sarily convey the same thing as was said by tva eiönre Ta kar' 
Eue, TL mpaoow, ver. 21; hence the conjecture of Rückert, 
iva yv@ Te TA Tept Lor, is entirely baseless; and at Col. iv. 8 
also we have, in accordance with preponderant evidence, to 
read iva yvate Ta Trept yuav. — By judv Paul means himself 
and those that are with him (see Col. iv. 10 ff.; Philem. 10 f,, 
23 ff.), concerning whom information was likewise reserved 
for the report of Tychicus.— maparaxeon] might comfort. 
For Tychicus had to tell of sufferings and afflictions which 
Paul must needs endure (comp. ver. 20), and on account of 
them the readers were called un éxxaxety, iii. 13. Amplifica- 
tions of the notion (Rückert: “to elevate by address to them 
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of every kind;” Baumgarten-Crusius: to strengthen ; comp. 
Estius, who proposes exhortetur) are arbitrary. 

Ver. 23 f. Twofold wish of blessing at the close, in which, 
however, Paul does not, as in the closing formulae of the 
other Epistles, directly address the readers (wed’ duar, pera 
mavrwv wuov, ueTa Tod TVeinaros buov). This variation is 
to be regarded as merely accidental, and the more so, seeing 
that he has in fact been just addressing his readers directly, 
and seeing that a ue@ tuer or the like would simply address 
the readers, as has so often been done in the Epistle itself, 
leaving, we may add, the question, who these readers are, in 
itself wholly undetermined. For what is asserted by Grotius 
on ver. 24: “Non Ephesios tantum salutat, sed et omnes in 
Asia Christianos,” is not implied in tots aöeXbors— which, on 
the contrary, represents quite the simple div, inasmuch as 
Paul conceives of the recipients of the Epistle in the third 
person. According to Wieseler, p. 444 f., the apostle in 
ver. 23 salutes the Jewish Christians (aéeA¢.), and in ver. 24 
the Gentile Christians (avrwy) in Ephesus. Improbable in 
itself, more particularly in ¢his Epistle, which so carefully 
brings into prominence the unity of the two; and the alleged 
distinguishing reference would neither be recognisable, nor in 
keeping with the apostolic wisdom. — eippvn] not concordia, 
as recommended by Calvin (“quia mox fit dilectionis mentio ;” 
comp. also Theodoret and Oecumenius), but, as Calvin himself 
explains: welfare, blessing, Diy, without more precise definition, 
because it takes the place of the valete (Eppwode, Acts xv. 29) 
at the close of our Epistle,’ and because that special sense is not 
at all suggested from the contents of the Epistle (comp. on the 
other hand, 2 Cor. xiii. 11).—dyamn peta miotews] is one 
object of the wish for blessing, not two. After the general 
fare well! namely, Paul singles out further the highest mora/ 
element, which he wishes for his readers. He does not, how- 
ever, write cat ayamn Kat mierıs, because with good reason he 
presupposes faith (in the atonement achieved by Christ) as 
already present, but has doubtless to wish for them that which, 

1 Hence also not to be explained of the peace of reconciliation (Bengel, 


Matthies, Schenkel, and others), any more here than in the opening salutations 
of the Epistle, where it takes the place of the epistolary salutem, s xparrsw, 
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as the constant life of faith, is to be combined with it (1 Cor. 
xiil.; Gal. v. 6), Christian brotherly love, consequently love 
with faith (ayamrn has the emphasis, not wera miot.). Comp. 
Plato, Phaed. p. 253 E: xaAAos peta üyıclas Aaußaveıv. 
Bengel and Meier understand the divine love, to which, how- 
ever, weTa miot. is unsuitable, although Meier explains it: 
in conformity with their own faith, partly at variance with 
linguistic usage,’ partly importing a thought (their own). 
The reading EXeos (instead of ayarrn) is to be regarded simply 
as a glossematic consequence of the explaining it of the divine 
love, and yet, though found only in codex A, it is held by 
Rückert to be the true one (comp. Gal. vi. 16); Paul, he 
says, wishes to the readers eipyvn x. EXeos for the reward (2) of 
faith. — amd Ocotd marpös x. kup. “I. X.] See on Rom. i. 7. 
Grotius, we may add, rightly observes: “conjungit causam 
principem cum causa secunda.”” For Christ is exalted on 
the part of God to the government of the world, and particu- 
larly to the Lordship of the church (i. 22; Phil. 11. 9); and 
His dominion has in God, the Head of Christ (1 Cor. xi. 3), 
not merely its ground (comp. also Eph. i. 17), but also its 
goal (1 Cor. iii. 23, xv. 28). 

Ver. 24. While Paul has in ver. 23 expressed his wish of 
blessing for the readers (rots aöeAdois), he now annexes 
thereto a further such general wish, namely, for all who love 
Christ imperishably, just as at 1 Cor. xvi. 22 he takes up into 
the closing wish an avadeua upon all those who do not love 
Christ. — 7 xapıs] the grace cat’ e£oxıv, ü.e. the grace of God 
m Christ. ı Comp; Cal: ww. 1185 ch Tims vi. 21; 2) Tim) inp 22’; 
Tit. i. 15. Im the conclusion of other Epistles: the grace of 
Christ, ) Rom. x. 20,24: Gor =xvis 23 > 2. Com za: 
Gal. vi. 18 3) Pl u BR Thess. vi 285 2) Tess. mo); 
Phil. 25. — ev abdapoia] belongs neither to “Incotv Kpıcröv 


1 werd may, it is true, sometimes be approximately as to sense rendered by con- 
Jormably to, but the analysis in those cases is such as does not suit our passage. 
See e.g. Dem. Lept. p. 490; Plato, Phaed. p. 66 B, where per cay vowwy and 
wera 703 Aoyou is to be explained, in connection with the laws, ete., i.e. with the 
aid of the same. Comp. also Thucyd. iii. 82. 5, and Krüger in loc. See in 
general, Bernhardy, p. 255. 

® The order in the combination of the two causes is inverted in Gal. Le: de 
"Inoot Xp. zu Ocod warpos, 
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(Wetstein : “Christum immortalem et gloriosum, non humi- 
lem,” etc.; see also Reiners in Wolf and Semler), nor to 
7 xapıs (“favor immortalis,’ Castalio, Drusius; comp. 
Piscator and Michaelis, who take év as equivalent to ovy, 
while the latter supposes a reference to deniers of the resur- 
rection !), nor yet to the sit to be supplied after 7 xapıs, as 
is held, after Beza (who, however, took ev for eis) and Bengel, 
recently by Matthies (“that grace with all... may be in 
eternity ;” comp. Baumgarten-Crusius), Harless (according to 
whom év denotes the element in which the ydpis manifests 
itself, and af@apc. is all imperishable being, whether appear- 
ing in this life or in eternity), Bleek, and Olshausen, which 
last supposes a breviloquentia for Iva Cony Exwow Ev adOap- 
cia, ic. Sov aiwviov. But, in opposition to Matthies, it may 
be urged that the purely temporal notion eternity (eis tov 
ai@va) is foisted upon the word imperishableness; and in 
opposition to Harless, that the abstract notion imperishableness 
is transmuted into the concrete notion of imperishable being, 
which is not the meaning of a@@apo., even in 2 Tim. i. 10 
(but imperishableness in abstracto), and that Ev ad@apota, 
instead of adding, in accordance with its emphatic position, a 
very weiguty and important element, would express something 
which is self-evident, namely, that according to the wish of 
the apostle the grace might display itself not ev P@aprois 
(1 Pet. i. 18), but &v ap@dpros; the breviloquentia, lastly, 
assumed by Olshausen is, although ag@apc. in itself might be 
equivalent to €w7 aiwvıos (see Grimin, Handb. p. 60), a pure 
invention, the sense of which Paul would have expressed by 
eis afGapoiav. The right connection is the wsual one, 
namely, with ayarovrwv. And in accordance with this, we 
have to explain it: who love the Lord in imperishableness, 1.e. so 
that their love does not pass away, in which case €v expresses 
the manner. Comp. the concluding wish Tit. ii. 15, where 
ev mioteı is in like manner to be combined with ¢iAovvtas. 
Others, following the same connection, have understood the 
sinceritas either of the love itself (Pelagius, Anselm, Calvin, 
Calovius, and others) or of the disposition and the life in 
general (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, Flacius, 
Estius, Zeger, Grotius: “significatur is, qui nulla vi, nullis 
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precibus, nullis illecebris se corrumpi, 22 a recto abduct, 
patitur,” and others, including Wieseler), but against this 
Beza has already with reason urged the linguistic usage ; 
for uncorruptedness is not abdapcia (not even in Wisd. vi. 
18, 19), but abdopia (Tit. ii. 7) and advapOopia (Wetstein, 
II. p. 373). On addapoia, imperishableness (at 1 Cor. xv. 
42, 52, it is in accordance with the context specially incor- 
ruptibility), comp. Plut. Arist. 6; Rom. ii. 7; 1 Cor. ix. 25; 
f Dimi? 32) Tim: 2.10%; Wisd: 2.023, vu, 1885; 4Maee. 
mon An xvin L2, 
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THE EPISTLE TO PHILEMON. 


INTRODUCTLON. 


=S@A HILEMON, who had been converted to Christianity 
| by Paul himself perhaps during his sojourn at 
Ephesus (ver. 19), was a member of the Christian 
community, not at Laodicea (Wieseler, Laurent), 
but —like Archippus, ver. 2 (see on Col. iv. 17)—at 
Colossae (Col. iv. 9), wherein, by his zealous Christian 
activity, and more especially by the holding of an éxxdnoia 
in his house (vv. 1-7), he had gained deserved esteem, 
being described by Chrysostom as tis tov Gavpactav Kal 
yevvatwv. Nothing is known as to his more definite vocation, 
although tradition has made him bishop in Colossae (Constit. 
apost. vii. 46. 2) or in Gaza (Pseudo-Dorotheus), as it has 
likewise placed him among the martyrs (under Nero). It is 
possible, however, that he was one of the presbyters of the 
church (cuvepy, ver. 1). Of the house where he dwelt 
Theodoret relates (Umodeoıs) : wexpı ToD TapovTos nenevnke. 
His slave Onestmus! had, on account of a misdemeanour 
(vv. 11, 18), fled from him through fear of punishment 
(ver. 15), and had come, certainly of set purpose” and not by 








1 Tradition in one form of it makes him subsequently bishop of Beroea in 
Macedonia (Constit. apost. vii. 46. 2), and in another identifies him with the 
Bishop Onesimus in Ephesus (Ignat. ad Eph. 1 and 6), and makes him die as a 
martyr in Rome. 

* In this way the circumstances of the case find their simplest and most 
natural explanation. Comp. Bengel on ver. 11: Onesimus etiam antequam 
ad frugem veram pervenisset, tamen bene de Paulo existimarat, et ipsius flayitii 
sui occasione ad illum confugit. And this serves to dispose of the curious ques- 
tion of Hofmann (p. 217): “ What should induce Onesimus to flee to Caesarea 
in particular?” We answer: He fled to the place, where Paul was. And the 
reason of this may be the more readily understood, if he had been possibly 
already in Philemon’s service, when the latter was converted by the apostle. 
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mere accident, to the apostle, then a captive at Caesarea, who 
converted him to Christ (ver. 10), and conceived a most 
cordial affection for him (vv. 12, 13, 16 f.). When, there- 
fore, Paul was despatching Tychicus to Colossae (Col. iv. 7), 
he made use of this opportunity to send Onesimus—whom 
he at the same time commended to the church there (Col. 
iv. 9)—back to his master, and to procure for him at the 
hands of the latter forgiveness, welcome, and love by means 
of this letter—an aim, which is pursued in it with so much 
Christian love’ and wisdom, with so great psychological tact, 
and, without sacrifice of the apostolic authority, in a manner 
so thoughtfully condescending, adroit, delicate, and irresistible, 
that the brief letter—which is in the finest sense a Adyos 
ddate npruuevos (Col. iv. 6), as a most precious and character- 
istic relic of the great apostle—belongs, even as regards its 
Attie refinement and gracefuiness, to the epistolary master- 
pieces of antiquity.” 

The Epistle bears so directly and vividly the stamp of 
genuineness, that the doubts of Baur (Paulus, II. p. 88 ff.) 
would appear a whim hardly meant in earnest, were they not 
in strict consistency with the assumption that we should not 
have any letters of the apostle at all from the period of his 
captivity. Baur, who, we may add, acknowledges the author 
as profoundly pervaded by Christian consciousness, places 
the contents of the Epistle upon a parallel with those of the 
Clementine Homilies, and finds in it the “ embryo of a Chris- 
tian fiction,” by which the idea was to be brought home to 
men’s minds, that what we lose temporally in the world, we 
regain eternally in Christianity (according to ver. 15). With 
equal caprice Baur propounds the view, that even should 
the writing be Pauline, what actually took place is set forth 


1 Comp. Luther’s preface: ‘* This Epistle presents a masterly and eharming 
example of Christian love,” ete. Ewald: * Nowhere can the. sensibility and 
warmth of tender friendship blend more beautifully with the higher feeling of a 
superior mind, nay, of a teacher and apostle, than in this brief and yet so 
eminently significant letter.” 

2 The letters of Pliny (Zpp. 9, 21, and 24) have often been compared with 
ours; but how greatly it excels them in point of thoughtfulness, delicacy of 
plan, and depth of affection! ‘* Quid festivius etiam diei poterat vel ab ipso 
Tullio in hujusmodi argumento?” Erasmus. 
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under the point of view of that definite idea, and the bringing 
of this latter into prominence is its proper aim and import. 
The genuineness is externally attested—and that the more 
adequately, when we consider that from its brevity and the 
personal, not directly didactic, nature of its contents there 
was little occasion for citations—by the Canon Muratorianus, 
Marcion (see Tertullian, ce. Mare. v. 42; Epiph. Haer. xlii. 9), 
Tertullian, Origen, Eusebius, Jerome, etc., though the passages 
of Ignatius, ad Eph. 2, ad Magnes. 12, ad Polyca. 6, do not 
serve to prove a reference to ver. 20. Nevertheless, Jerome 
had already to controvert those, who wished to infer from the 
non-dogmatic character of the contents “aut epistolam non 
esse Pauli ... aut etiam, si Pauli sit, nihil habere, quod 
aedificare nos possit.” 

Place and time are the same as with the Epistles written 
from the captivity in Caesarea (not, as is usually supposed, at 
Rome) to the Ephesians and Colossians, and with the lost 
Epistle to the Laodiceans, which, however, is not to be found 
in the one now before us; see on Col. iv. 16. Whether Paul 
wrote our Epistle before that to the Colossians (Otto), or the 
converse, remains an undetermined question. 


Ver. 2. Instead of &6¢497%, Elz. Scholz, Tisch. have éyarnrz. 
But the former, which is approved by Griesb. and Reiche, is 
attested by A D* E* F G 8, and some min. vss. Hesych. Jerome, 
and was easily supplanted by the &y«r. written on the margin in 
conformity with ver. 1 (vss. Ambrosiast. and Pelag. have aée2.97 
dyan.).— Ver. 5. xpés|] Lachm.: eis, following A C D* E, 17, 137. 
An alteration, occasioned by sisrm.— Ver. 6. Instead of 47, 
Elz. has iui, in opposition to A C D E K L, min. vss. and 
Fathers. The latter reading is to be traced to the mechanical 
copyists, who, as in the opening of the Epistle, had in view 
Philemon and those around him (ver. 3). The preceding rod is 
deleted by Lachm. on too weak counter-evidence (A C, 17); 
how easily might it be passed over after the final syllable of 
ayabos!— Ver. 7. Instead of yapdéy, Elz. Tisch. have yap, in 
opposition to decisive evidence ; the latter found its way into 
the text through reference to edyapiora, ver. 4. Comp. Reiche. 
— tyouev] Lachm. has éox0v, which was also recommended by 
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Griesb., in accordance with A C F Gx, min. vss. Fathers. The 
other witnesses are divided between zyouzy and éovouev, but remain 
too weak to warrant either of these two readings. The plural 
appears an inappropriate following up of & 74% in ver. 6, and 
oxyouev also tells indirectly in favour of Lachm. The position 
after vor. is decidedly attested (Lachm.).— Ver. 10. Before 
&y&wnoa Lachm. ed. min. had éy«, following A, min. Syr. p. Slav. 
ms. Chrys. Rightly; the emphasis resting upon yw, in accord- 
ance with the context, was overlooked; and it is more likely to 
have been dropped out on occasion of the following ELE, than to 
have been introduced by the writing of ET twice. — After deo. 
Elz. Scholz have ov, in opposition to decisive testimony. — 
Ver, 11. After aéxzu-ba we have, with Lachm., on prepon- 
derating evidence (A C D* E 8* 57), to take in oo:, the omission 
of which is to be explained from the following cu. — Ver. 12. 
o) 6¢] is wanting in ACs* 17. Lachm., who, like Tisch., has 
deleted also #po0r.«Boö after orrdyyva. This spocruSvd is wanting 
in A F Gs* 17, while some min. place it immediately after od 
6¢; Arm. Boern. Theodoret, on the other hand, after air. It 
is, though afresh defended by Reiche, to be looked upon as a 
supplement from ver. 17; the absence of the verb, however, 
involved, by way of redressing the construction, the omission of 
6) 62, so that wirdy was regarded as governed by dvévzua (comp. 
Lachm.: Gy dvéveupd 001, airév, rouréori rae tua orrdyyva).— 
Ver. 13. The position of #0, before öax. (Elz. in reverse order) 
is decisively attested. — Ver. 18. The form ¢a?éya is to be 
adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., in conformity with A C D* 
(a.) F Gs, 17, 31; 2aéyes was imported from the familiar 
passage, Rom. v. 13.— Ver. 20. Instead of Xpsorg, Elz. has 
zupiw. Repetition from what precedes, in opposition to decisive 
evidence. — Ver. 21. ürtp ö] Lachm.: ir: & in accordance 
with A Cx, Copt. We have no means of deciding the point. — 
Ver. 23. Instead of dorderus, Elz. has aorafovre, which has 
decisive witnesses against it. An emendation. 


CONTENTS. — After the address and apostolic greeting 
(vv. 1-3), there follows a glorious testimony to the Christian 
character of Philemon (vv. 4-7); then the proper object of the 
Epistle, intercession for Onesimus (vv. 8-21); and finally, the 
bespeaking of a lodging, in the hope of being liberated 
(ver. 22). Salutations and concluding wish, vv. 23-25. 

Ver. 1. Acowos Xp. 'I.] ie. whom Christ has placed in 
bonds. See on Eph. iii. 1. This self-designation (not a7o- 
otodos, or the like) at the head of the letter is in keeping 
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with its confidential tone and its purpose of moving and 
winning the heart, tmép tod Thy xapıv Eroıuorepov Aafeir, 
Chrysostom. —«. Tıu00.]) See on Phil. i. 1; Col. i. 1.— 
cvvepy@] The particular historic relations, on which this pre- 
dicate is based, are unknown to us; yet comp. ver. 2: 7TH 
Kat oikov cou éxkAno.; perhaps he was an elder of the 
church. —7uav] namely, of Paul and Timothy. It belongs 
to aya. and ovvepy@. Although, we may add, the Epistle is, 
as to its design and contents, a private letter, yet the associat- 
ing of Timothy with it, and especially the addressing it to more 
than one (ver. 2), are suitably calculated with a view to the 
greater certainty of a successful result (comp. already Chrysos- 
tom). Hofmann incorrectly holds that in the directing of the 
letter also to the relatives. and to the church in the house the 
design was, that they should, by the communication of the 
letter to them, become aware of what had induced Philemon to 
do that which was asked of him. This they would in fact have 
learned otherwise from Philemon, and would have believed 
his account of the matter. 

Ver. 2. That Appia was the wife of Philemon (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact, and many) does not indeed admit of 
proof, but is the more probable, in proportion as the interces- 
sion for the slave was a matter of household concern, in which 
case the mistress of the house came into view. On the form 
of the name with vb instead of wm (Acts xxviii. 15), comp. 
’Arrduavos in Mionnet, Description des medailles, III. 179, IV. 
65, 67, and the forms amgus and amdba. See also Lobeck, 
Paral. p. 33. — 7th adeXpn] in the sense of Christian sister- 
hood, like aéeddpos, ver. 1.— Archippus, too (see on Col. 
iv. 17), must have belonged to the family circle of Philemon. 
But whether he was precisely son of Philemon (Michaelis, 
Eichhorn, Rosenmiiller, Olshausen, Hofmann, and already 
Theodore of Mopsuestia) we cannot determine. Chrysostom 
and Theophylact take him to be a friend of the household ; 
Theodoret, to be the teacher to the household. —7@ ovorpar. 
na.) As in Phil. ii, 25. The relation cannot be more precisely 
ascertained. He may have been deacon (according to Ambro- 
siaster and Jerome, he was even bishop), but must have 
endured conflict and trouble for the gospel. Comp. likewise 
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2 Tim. ii. 3. — kal T. kart’ otk. o. exkA.] not to be under- 
stood of the family of Philemon (Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact: mavras tods Ev Th oikia mioTovs éyer, avu- 
rapaxaßwv kai 8ovAovs, comp. Calvin and Storr), but of the 
section of the Christians at Colossae, which met in his Ahouse.! 
See on Col. iv. 15. Wisely (see on ver. 1) does Paul— 
although otherwise in vv. 4-24 he only speaks to Philemon 
—enlist the interest not merely of Appia and Archippus, but 
also of the church in the house, and therewith embrace the 
whole circle, in which there was to be prepared for the 
converted fugitive a sanctuary of pardon and affection. But 
farther than this he does not go; not beyond the limits of the 
house, since the matter, as a houschold-affair, was not one 
suited to be laid before the Christian community collectively. 
To the latter, however, he at the same time (Col. iv. 9) 
commended his protégé, though without touching upon the 
particular circumstances of his case. Correct tact on the part 
of the apostle. 

Ver. 4f. Comp. Rom.i. 8; 1 Cor.i. 4; Phil. i. 3; Col. i. 3; 
Eph. i. 16. — mavrore] belongs not to wvelav x.7.d. (Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Estius, and many others), 
but to evxapıora «.7.r. (comp. on Col. i. 3; 1 Thess. i. 2), as 
the main element, for the completeness and emphasis of which 
it serves. The participial definition pvelav x.7.r. specifies 
whereupon Paul sees himself always moved to give thanks 
to God, namely, when he makes mention of Philemon in his 
prayers; and the following adxkovwv x«.r.A. is likewise an 
accompanying definition to evyapiot® «.T.A., stating whereby 
he finds himself induced to such thanksgiving, namely, because 
he hears, etc. It is not the intercession that has its motive 
explained by axovwy (de Wette, Koch), otherwise the logically 
necessary statement, for what Paul gives thanks to God, 
would be entirely wanting, whereas the mention of Philemon 
in the prayer had no need of a motive assigned for it, and 
would have taken place even without the axovew x.7.2. 


1 Perhaps it is to this part of the address, which directed the letter to a 
congregational circle, that we are indebted for the preservation of the document 
—the only one of the certainly very numerous private letters, which the apostle 
wrote in the prosecution of his many-sided labours. 
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Moreover, Paul does not by pvetav «.r.A. express the interces- 
ston, but in general the mention in prayer, which is a much 
wider notion and also may be other than intercessory (in 
opposition to Hofmann). — akovwv] continually, though 
Onesimus in particular. It is otherwise with adxovcavtes, Col. 
i. 4. — tHv dydarny] the standing notion of Christian love to the 
brethren, as in Col. iii. 14. — x. tiv miotw] is more precisely 
defined by the following iv éyeus . . . ayiovs, and hence is not 
specially to be understood of faith in the dogmatic sense, to 
which eis mavtas tovs ayiovs would not be suitable. It is 
faithfulness ; comp. Gal. v. 22; Rom. iii. 3; 1 Thess. 1. 8; 
Matt. xxiii. 23; Tit. ii. 10; often in the LXX., Apocrypha, 
and Greek authors. So Michaelis and Hagenbach (Flatt 
with hesitation), also Winer, p. 383 [E. T. 511 f]. But 
usually (see already Theodoret, and especially Grotius) exposi- 
tors assume a chiasmus, so that mpos Tr. Kvp. “I. is to be 
referred to T. miotw, and eis m. T. dyiovs to THY ayar. (de 
Wette, Wilke, Rhetor. p. 372; Demme, Koch, Wiesinger, 
Ewald), to which also Bleek and Hofmann come in the end. 
Against this may be decisively urged 7v éyeus, whereby rpos 
T. küpıov....dylovs is attached as one whole to nv riot. 
With tiv ayarny the tv éyes has nothing whatever to do; 
the former has, on the contrary, its own definition of subject 
by means of cov, which again does not stand in any connec- 
tion with nv wictw. Comp. Col. i. 4. The usual objection 
to the interpretation faithfulness, namely, that the dogmatic 
sense of wiorıs is the stated one when it goes along with 
ayarn, does not hold good, inasmuch as ayarn stands first 
(comp. also Gal. v. 22); in the stated combination of faith and 
love the faith precedes (in accordance with the inner genetic 
relation, Gal. v. 6), as 1 Cor. xiii. 13; Eph. i.15; Col.i. 4; 
1, Thess. 1.3, 6 ¢ 1) Timsoig 145.2: Timlıis 135% ;? hence 
the transposition 7. wictw x. T. ayarrnv is found here too in 
D E, min. vss. and Ambrosiaster. The interchange of mpos 
and eis can occasion no surprise, inasmuch as Paul is fond 
of varying the prepositions (see on Rom. ii. 20; Gal. ii. 16; 
Eph. i. 7), as this is also of frequent occurrence with 
classical writers, without the design of expressing a different 
relation. On mpos, comp. 1 Thess. i. 8; 4 Macc. xv. 21, 
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xvi. 22; Dem. 656, 19; Lucian, 7ox. 41. It is to be 
observed withal, that the stated notion: faith in Christ, is 
never indicated by rpos, a fact which likewise tells against 
the ordinary interpretation. 

Ver. 6. “Oras «.r.A.] cannot, as is usually held (also by 
Winer, de Wette, Demme, Koch, Ellicott, Bleek, and Hofmann), 
introduce the aim of the intercession, ver. 4, since pvelav cov 
Tovovp. K.T.X. Was only an accompanying definition, and dxovwv 
x.7.r. already pointed back to evxapıorw x.T.X. (see on ver. 5). 
It attaches itself (so rightly, Grotius, Bengel, Wiesinger, Ewald) 
in its Zelic sense (not in the sense of so that, as Flatt and older 
expositors would have it taken) to ver. 5, specifying the tend- 
ency of thy Exeis. For the sake of making this attachment Paul 
has put the iv &xeıs, which would be otherwise superfluous. 
— N Kowwvia Tis mioTews cov] is by no means to be explained 
as if 7 Kowwvia cow Tis TlaTews, (or cov eis THY TicTW) stood 
in the text, which would have to be the case, if we take the 
rendering of Hofmann (“the fellowship. of faith, in which 
Philemon stands with his fellow-believers”). In order to the 
right interpretation observe further, on the one hand, that 
xowvewvia is with Paul, as mostly also with classical writers, when 
it is not accompanied by the genitive of the personal pronoun 
(Phil. i. 5), always. so: employed, that the genitive therewith 
connected denotes that with which the fellowship, or in which 
the participation, takes place (1 Cor.i. 9, x. 16.; 2 Cor. viii. 4, 
xii. 13; Phil. ii 1, iii. 10; Eph. iii. 9, Elz.), consequently 
is the genitive not subjecti, but objecti; and, on the other 
hand, that xowwvia signifies not communicatio, but communio, 
consortium. Accordingly there is at once set aside—(1) the 
traditional interpretation since the time of Chrysostom and 
Theophylact: “fides tua, quam communem nobiseum habes,” 
Bengel, comp. Luther, Wetstein, and many ; in which case the 
genitive has been taken subjectively, as by Wiesinger: thy 
Faith-fellowship with all saints; and by Ewald: “that thou 
believest in Christ not merely for thyself.’ And there fall 
also (2) all interpretations, which transform the notion of 
Kowovia into communicatio, such as that of Beza (comp. Castalio, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, Hammond, Heinrichs): “ oficia 
benignitatis in sanctos promanantia ex fide efficaci.” Similarly 
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also Calvin: “ fidei communicationem appellat, guum wntus non 
latet otiosa, sed per veros effectus se profert ad homines;” he is 
followed substantially by de Wette (and Koch): “the commu- 
nion of thy faith (genitivus subjecti), as well in the display of love 
towards individuals as in the advancement of the gospel,’ which 
latter element cannot be brought hither from ouvepy., ver. 1, 
and is out of place (comp. ver. 7). As the correct interpreta- 
tion there remains only this, keeping the notion of wiorıs in 
consistency with ver. 5: the fellowship entered into with thy 
Christian fidelity. So faithful a Christian as Philemon draws 
all other saints (ver. 5), who come into relations of experience 
with him, sympathetically to himself, so that they form with 
him the bond of association unto like effort, and therewith 
become Kowwvol of his mioTis. — Evepyns yévntat «.T.A.) This 
fellowship with his fidelity is not to be an idle sympathy, but 
to become effective, to express itself in vigorous action—this is 
what Philemon wishes and aims at—and that by virtue of the 
knowledge of every Christian saving-blessing, —a knowledge 
which, in such pious fellowship, unfolds itself ever more fully 
and vividly, and which must be the means of powerfully 
prompting all Christian activity (Eph. i. 17 f.; Col. ü. 2, 
iii. 10). And the final aim of this activity? Toward Christ 
Jesus it is to take place, &.e. eis Xp: 'I., which is neither, with 
Calvin, Estius, and others, to be annexed to Tod Ev nuiv, nor, 
with Hofmann, to @yadod, nor even, with Grotius, to miorews, 
but to évepy. y&vnraı, in which case alone it has the signifi- 
cance: Christ Jesus’ will, work, kingdom, honour, and so forth, 
are to be their holy destination and relative aim. Consequently 
the whole passage might be paraphrased something in this 
way: And with this thy Christian fidelity thow hast the sacred 
goal of fellowship in view, that whoever enters into the participa- 
tion of the same, may make this partaking through knowledge of 
every Christian blessing effective for Christ Jesus. An appeal to 
the profound Christian consciousness of Philemon, by way of 





! The translation of the Vulgate, evidens, is based upon the reading tvyapyis ; 
so codd. Lat. in Jerome, Pelagius (Clar. Germ.: manifesta). 

2 Such blessings, by which Christ has enriched us (comp. on 2 Cor. viii. 9), 
are faith, hope, love, patience, peace, joy in the Holy Spirit, etc. In devout 
fellowship these become ever more fully, vividly, and experimentally known as 
regards their nature and value. 
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preparation for the designed intercession on behalf of Onesimus, 
whom Paul in fact was now on the point of introducing to that 
Kowovia Ths miorews of his friend! Respecting the manifold 
other explanations of Evepyns yévntat K.T.A., it is to be observed, 
on the one hand, that we have not, with many (including 
Wiesinger and Hofmann), arbitrarily to restrict the notion of 
evepyns to the exercise of love, but to extend it to the collective 
activity of the Christian life; and, on the other hand, that as 
the subject of the xcowwvia is not Philemon, but others (comp. 
also Bleek), the latter, namely the xowwvol tis mioTews cou, 
must also be the subject of eriyvwaıs; by which all exposi- 
tions, according to which Philemon is held to be this knowing 
subject, are set aside, whether wavtos aya@ov be taken in the 
moral sense, of every virtue (Chrysostom), of good works and 
the like, or (although in itself correctly) of the Christian 
blessings of salvation, which are to be known. Hence we have 
to reject the interpretation of Oecumenius: dıa Tod emiyvaval 
ce Kal mparreıv mäv ayaov, in which case the doing is arbi- 
trarily imported, as is also done by Theophylact, according to 
whom eriywecrew is held to be equivalent to ayarav kal 
neraxeipigeodaı. So likewise in substance de Wette, who 
mixes up moral action as keeping equal pace with moral 
knowledge, and takes 76 Ev nuiv as: the good which is as to 
prineiple and spirit in us Christians; he is followed by Demme 
and Koch. We have further to reject the explanation of 
Flatt (so in substance also Osiander, Calovius, Bengel): “thy 
faith shows itself active through love, by means of a grateful 
recognition of all the benefits, ete., or (as Wiesinger puts it): 
“inasmuch as it (namely, thy fellowship of faith) recognises— 
which is possible only for love—in the other the good which is 
in him.” We have to set aside, lastly, the explanation of 
Hofmann, who, after the example of Michaelis,’ retaining the 
reading ev div, and taking mavros ayadov as masculine, finds 
in Ev émeyvooe «.7.r. the meaning, that every one in the » 
Christian sense good, every true Christian among the Colossians,” 
Philemon should know as being that which he is; only by 

1 Who interprets: ‘‘as often as thou comest to know a good man among the 


Colossians !” 
2 ]f the reading tv dui were genuine, it could only, in accordance with the 
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virtue of such knowing would his fellowship of faith show 
itself effectively operative through the exercise of Christian 
love—which would not be the case with those “whose Christian 
virtuousness he failed to know.” Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, 
Grotius, Pricaeus, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, and others, have 
done rightly in not referring the ewiyvwaıs to Philemon as 
the knowing subject, but wrongly in understanding eriyv. of 
becoming known, as e.g. Erasmus, Paraphr.: “adeo ut nullum 
sit officium Christianae caritatis, in quo non sis et notus et 
probatus.” Beza: “ut hac ratione omnes agnoscant et expert- 
antur, quam divites sitis in Christo,” etc. — aya6od] Comp. 
Romexivet6; Gal wiet6: Lukes :535 xiii 8) 19s Mebsixal i, 
x. 1; Ecclus. xii. 1, xiv. 25, al. ; mäv ayaOov TO Ev nulv really 
expresses quite the same thing as is expressed at Eph. i. 3 by 
mäca evhoyla mvevuarınn. — TOD ev iuiv | applies to the Chris- 
tians generally, these being regarded as a whole. The bless- 
ings are in the Christian community. 

Ver. 7. Not the assigning of a reason for the intercession 
(de Wette and others; see in opposition thereto, on ver. 6), 
but a statement of the subjective ground (the objective one 
was contained in ver. 5 f.) of the thanksgiving, ver. 4. Jerome 
already aptly remarks: “plenius inculcat et edocet, quare 
dixerit: gratias ago,” etc. — xapav] emphatically prefixed. 
The aorist €Eoxov (see the critical remarks) relates to the 
point of time, at which the adxovew, ver. 5, had hitherto taken 
place. — roAAy7v] applies to both substantives. — mapa- 
xAmoıv] for Paul is öcowuos, vv. 1, 9, Comp. mapıyyopia, 
Col. iv. 11.—örı ta od. «.7.X.] More precise explanation 
to ent TH ayary cov: because, namely, the hearts (comp. 
ver. 20, as also 2 Cor. vi. 12, vii. 15; Phil. i, 8, al.) of the 
saints are refreshed by thee. There is no more particular 
information as to the work of love referred to; and it is 
quite arbitrary to refer tov ay. specially to the poor Christians 
(Grotius, Rosenmiiller, and others), or even still more specially 
to “the mother-church of Christendom” (Hofmann), which is 
not to be made good either by 1 Cor. xvi, 1 or by Rom, 
context, be referred to Philemon himself and to those adduced along with him 


in ver. 2. The Colossian church is brought in after a purely arbitrary way by 
Michaelis and Hofmann, 
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xii. 13. — ader¢$é] not emphatic (“brother in truth,” de Wette, 
whom Koch follows; comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.), but touching 
affection. Comp. Gal. vi. 18. 

Ver. 8. 41d] explains the ground for the following dia r. 
ayam. padrov tapakarko: Wherefore (because I have so 
much joy and solace from thee), although I am by no 
means wanting in great boldness (1 Tim. iii. 13; 2 Cor. 
iii. 12; Phil. i, 20) to enjoin upon thee what is becoming, 
I will rather for love's sake exhort, will make exhortation take 
the place of injunction. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact 
(comp. also Theodoret), Erasmus, Michaelis, Zachariae, and 
others attach 686 to the participial assertion. This is un- 
psychological; what Paul has said in ver. 5 [7] accords not 
with commanding, but with entreaty. — ev Xpioro] In Christ, 
as the element of his inner life, Paul knows that his great 
confidence has its basis. But this fellowship of his with 
Christ is not merely the general Christian, but the apostolic, 
fellowship. — 70 avnkov] that which is fitting, that is, the 
ethically suitable ; Suidas : TO mpemov, not used in this sense 
by Greek writers. Comp. however, Eph. v. 4; Col. iii. 18 ; 
1 Mace. x. 40, 42, xi. 35; 2 Macc. xiv. 8. Thus Paul makes 
that, which he desires to obtain from Philemon, already to be 
felt as his duty. — dva tiv ayarnv] is understood by some of 
the love of Philemon (Calvin and others, Cornelius a Lapide : 
“ut scilicet solitam tuam caritatem in servum tuum poeni- 
tentem ostendas”); by others, of the love of the apostle to 
Philemon (Estius and others); by others again, jy kayo Exw 
mpös oe, kat ov mpös €ué (Theophylact; comp. Oecumenius and 
others ; Grotius: “ per necessitatem amieitiae nostrae”). But 
all these imitations not expressed in the text are arbitrary ; it 
is to be left general: on account of love, in order not to check 
the influence of the same (which, experience shows, is so great 
also over thee), but to allow it free course. It is the Christian 
brotherly love in abstracto, conceived of as a power; 1 Cor. xiii. 

Ver. 9 f. Before tovodtos we have to place a full stop ; the 
participial predication tovottos #&yv sums up the quality which 
was expressed in ver. 8 by woAAnv.... waAdXov TapaKkard ; 
and lastly, és IIaöXos... Xpurtod supports the mapara\@ ce 
«.7.r. of ver. 10, from a consideration of the personal position 
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of the apostle in such a way, that the granting of the request 
could not but appear to Philemon as a matter of dutiful 
affection. Consequently: Seeing that I am so constituted, since 
such is my manner of thinking and dealing, that, namely, in 
place of commanding thee, I rather for love’s sake betake 
myself to the wapaxareiv, I exhort thee as Paul, ete. A 
very mistaken objection to this view of tovodros wv is that 
Paul would not have said at all that he was so constituted, 
but only that he did so in the given case (Hofmann, following 
Wiesinger). He, in fact, says even now with tovodtos wv 
itself that such is his nature. Observe, moreover, that the 
supporting elements, os IIaödos x.r.A., are prefixed with all 
the emphasis of urgency to the vapaxado, since in them 
lies the progress of the representation, namely, that which 
comes in as additional to the rapaxaıo, already said before. 
Usually tovodtos is taken as preparative, so that ws IabXos 
«.7.r. is the more precise explanation of it; in which case 
some (as Luther, Calvin, and others, ineluding Flatt, de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Ewald) find only two elements, taking os II. 
mpeoßürns together ; others (most expositers since the time 
of Chrysostom, including Bleek and Hofmann), three elements 
— Iladnos, mpeoßürns, Sécpios. Expositors have differed in 
defining the significance of the particulars im their bearing 
on the matter in hand, while recognising on the whole the 
“pondus ad movendum Philemonis animum ” (Estius). 
According to de Wette (comp. Wetstein), tovottos ov K.T.A. 
is to be held parallel to the participial elause of ver. 8, in 
accordance with which the participle would thus have to 
be resolved by although. But the whole mode of interpreta- 


! The Vulgate erroneously referred a» to Philemon: * cum sis talis,” which 
Cornelius a Lapide unsuccessfully defends. 

2 So e.g. Erasmus, Paraphr.: “ Quid enim neges roganti? primum Paulo : 
cum Paulum dico non paulum rerum tibi significo ; deinde seni: nonnihil 
tribui solet et aetati . . . nune etiam vincto: in precibus nonnihil ponderis 
habet et calamitas obtestantis ; postremo vincto Jesu Christi: sic vincto favere 
debent, qui profitentur Christi doctrinam.” Similarly Grotius and others; 
while, according to Heinrichs, by HzvAos there was to be awakened gratitude ; 
by wpsoß. the readiness to oblige, natural towards the aged ; and by dans ’I. Xp. 
compassion. Hofmann holds that “the name Paul puts Philemon in mind of 
all that makes it a historical one,” and that the impression of this becomes 
thereupon confirmed by the other two elements, 
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tion, which takes tovotvros as preparative, is untenable. It 
must of necessity point back, summing up under the notion of 
personal quality what was said by moAAnv ... mapakaio in 
ver. 8; for if roswovros is not already defined (as is here the 
case by reference to ver. 8), it may, doubtless, become defined 
either by an adjective immediately following, or by a following 
oios (Plato, Conv. p. 199 D; Dem. 41, 3), or és (Xen. Anab, 
iv. 4. 2; Plat. Phaed. p. 92 B; Heb. viii. 1), or öoos (Isocr. 
Paneg. 21), or by @ore with the infinitive (Plato, Conv. p. 
175 D, al.), but never by os, which neither actually occurs 
(the usually cited passage from Andocides in Wetstein, 
de Wette has rightly described as not here relevant!) nor can 
take place logically, since ws, that is, as (not like, which it 
means after tovovde in Aesch. Pers. 180), already presupposes 
the definiteness of tovovtos. This more precise definiteness is 
not, however, to be relegated to the mere conception or mode 
of view of the writer (Wiesinger: “I, in my circumstances ”), 
according to which os is then held to introduce an appositional 
definition, to which also Bleek and Hofmann ultimately come; 
but it is to be taken from what Paul has previously said, 
because it results from that quite simply and suitably. Comp. 
on TovodtTos wv, which always in classical writers also—where 
it is not followed by a corresponding olos, és, öcos, or Ware 
—summarily denotes the quality, disposition, demeanour, or 
the like, more precisely indicated before; Plato, Rep. p. 493 C; 
Xen. Anab. iii. 1. 30; Hellen. iv. 1. 38; Cyrop. i. 5, 8; Soph. 
Aj. 1277 (1298); Lucian, Cont. 20, and many other places. 
It is further to be noted, (1) that the true explanation 
of towodTos @v K.T.X. of itself imperatively requires that we 
connect these words with the following mapaxadr® (Flatt, 
Lachmann, who, however, parenthesises ws IIavxos, de Wette, 


1 The passage runs: dd ravrwy devorarsy tori, To1ovros wy ws suvaus vo drum 
Tous Aoyous wosiraı. Here, precisely as in our passage, as edvovs belongs not to 
roovres wy, but to what follows, and comiros dy sums up what had been said 
before.—The comparison of rased:, Hom. Od. xvi. 205 (Hofmann), where 
besides no as follows, is unsuitable, partly on the general ground of the 
well-known diversity of meaning of the two words (comp. Kiihner, ad Xen. 
Mem. i. 7. 5), which is not to be abandoned without special reason, partly 
because in that passage ?y# roseds stands absolutely and durrızas (hicce ego 
tulis), so that the following r2éay x.7.A. belongs to 7Auéoyv, 
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Wiesinger, Ewald, Bleek, Hofmann), not with that which 
precedes (as formerly was wswal), in which case the second 
Tapakanre® is understood as resumptive, an odv (Theophylact), 
inquam, or the like, being supplied in thought (so Castalio, 
Beza, Hagenbach, and many). (2) The elements expressed 
by @s Iladdos ... Xpiotod stand — seeing that mpesßüurns 
is a substantive and has not the article — in such relation to 
each other, that mpeoßürns and vuvi de Kai décpuos K.T.A. are 
two attributive statements attaching themselves to IIaöXos; 
consequently: as Paul, who is an old man, and now also a 
prisoner, etc. (3) The (flexible) notion of mpeoßüurns must by 
no means have its meaning altered, as is done eg. by Calvin, 
who makes it denote “non aetatem, sed ofieium ;” but, at the 
same time, may not be rigidly pressed in so confidential a 
private writing, in which “lepos mixtus gravitate” (Bengel) 
prevails, especially if Philemon was much younger than Paul. 
Observe, withal, that the apostle does not use some such 
expression as yépwv, but the more relative term rpeoß.; comp. 
Tit. ii. 2 with the contrast tovs vewrepovs in ver. 6. He sets 
himself down as a veteran in contradistinction to the younger 
friend, who was once his disciple. At the stoning of Stephen, 
and so some twenty-six or twenty-seven years earlier, Paul 
was still veavias (Acts vil. 58); he might thus be now some- 
where about fifty years of age.—déopuos I. X.] as in ver. 1.— 
rexvov] tenderly affectionate designation of his convert (comp. 
1 Cor. iv. 14 f.; Gal. iv. 19; 1 Pet. v. 13), in connection with 
which the conception of his own child is brought more 
vividly into prominence by the prefixed euod and by éye (see 
the critical remarks), and Ev rots Seapots' makes the 
recommendation yet more affecting and urgent. —’Ovyjomor] 
Accusative, in accordance with a well-known attraction; see 
Winer, p. 155 [E. T. 205]; Buttmann, p. 68 [E. T. 78]. 

Ver. 11. Ingenious allusion to the literal signification of 
the name (current also among the Greeks) ’Ovncıuos, useful. 
The objection of Estius, that Paul expresses himself in words 


1 That the expression : in the bonds, was suitable only to Rome and not to 
Caesarea, is incorrectly inferred by Wieseler, p. 420, from Acts xxiv. 23. See on 
that passage. It was likewise incorrect to assign the Epistle, on account of 
rperßörns, to the alleged second imprisonment at Rome (Calovius). 
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derived from another stem (not from övivnue), presupposes a 
mechanical procedure, with which Paul is least of all to be 
charged. We may add that, while there were not such 
forms as avovncıuos and evovycıpos, doubtless he might, had 
he wished to retain the stem of the name, have employed 
avovntos and övnrös (Suidas), or dvytwp (Pindar), or ovmaı- 
&öpos (Plutarch, Lucian), An allusion, however, at the same 
time to the name of Christian, as sometimes in the Fathers 
Xpiotiavos is brought into relation with xpnarös, is arbi- 
trarily assumed by Cornelius a Lapide, Koch, and others, 
and the more so, as the expressions have already their 
occasion in the name Onesimus, and, moreover, by means of 
cot and éyuod an individually definite reference. — @xpnorov] 
unserviceable, only here in the N. T. (comp. however, 800Aos 
dxpeios, Matt. xxv. 30; Luke xvii. 10). Plato, Lys. p. 204 B: 
dadros Kal dypynotos, 3 Mace. iii. 29; Ecclus. xxxvil. 19. A 
definition, whercin the uselessness of Onesimus in his service 
consisted (the usual view from the time of Chrysostom: that 
he had robbed his master) does not appear more precisely than 
in the hint ver. 18 f. — vuvi dé... evypnotov] Comp. 2 Tim. 
ji. 21, iv. 11; Plato, Pol. iii. p. 411 B: ypiopov EE axpyorov 
érroinoev. The usefulness, which now belongs to Onesimus, is 
based simply on his conversion which had taken place, ver. 10, 
and consequently consists for Philemon in the fact, that his 
slave now will render his service in a far other way than 
before, namely, in a distinctively Christian frame of mind and 
activity (consequently without eye-service and man-pleasing, 
Os TO Kupl@ K.T.A., as it is expressed at Col. iii. 29 ff), and for 
Paul himself in the fact that, because the conversion of Onesi- 
mus is his work (ver. 10), in that transformation of the previously 
useless slave there has accrued to the apostle, as the latter's 
spiritual father, gain and recompense of his labour (Phil. 1. 22), 
the joy and honour of not having striven in vain (Phil. ii. 16). 
Thus the benefits, which Philemon and Paul have respectively 
to enjoy from Onesimus as now constituted, are brought into 
contact and union. Comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia: coi kata 
tiv Umnpeciav, Euol Kara THy BeATiwow TOD rpomov. What 
a weighty and persuasive appeal was urged in the ingenious 
xal wol (comp. Rom. xvi. 13; 1 Cor. xvi. 18) is at once felt. 
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Ver. 12. The rectified text! is: dv dverempa cou od de 
avTov, TouTésTL TO Ewa omAayxva (without mtpocdafov). — 
On ävereunra, remisi, comp. Luke xxiii, 11.— Tovreori Ta 
Ena omAdyyva] that is, my heart, by which Onesimus is 
designated as an object of the most cordial affection. So 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, and many. eua has an ingeniously- 
turned emphasis, in contrast to aurov. According to others, 
the thought would be: éwos éotw viös, Er Tov euav Yeyer- 
yntat omdayxvev, Theodoret (comp. also. Chrysostom); so 
too Beza, Cornelius a Lapide, Heinrichs, and others, following 
the Syriac. See instances in Pricaeus and Wetstein, and 
comp. the Latin viscera. But in this way the relation already 
expressed in ver. 10 would be only repeated, and that in 
a form, which would be less in keeping with that spiritual 
fatherhood. Paul, moreover, statedly uses owAayyva for the 
seat of the affection of love (2 Cor. vi. 12, vii. 15; Phil. 1 8, 
712 Col. iit, 12: Philem. 7,20%; comp. also Luke. 78%; 
1 John iii. 17), and so also here, where the person to whom 
one feels himself attached with tender love (which, according 
to ver. 10, is certainly felt as paternal; comp. Wisd. x. 5; 
4 Mace. xvi. 20, 26) is designated by the lover as his very 
heart, because its feelings and inclinations are filled by this 
object. Comp. on this expression of feeling, the Plautine 
meum corculum (Cas. iv. 4. 14), meum cor (Poen. i. 2. 154). 
When we set aside mpooAaßod as not genuine (see the 
critical remarks), the verb is wanting, so that the passage is 
anacoluthic; the apostle is involuntarily withheld by the 
following relative clause presenting itself, and by what he, in 
the lively flow of his thoughts, further subjoins (ver. 13 ff.) 
from adding the governing verb thought of with od de adtor, 
until at length, after beginning a new sentence with ver. 17, 
he introduces it in another independent connection, leaving 
the sentence which he had begun with od de adroy in ver. 12 
unclosed. Comp.on Rom. v. 12 ff.; Gal. ii. 16. See generally, 
Winer, p. 528 ff. [E. T. 709 ff]; Wilke, Rhetor.p. 217 f. With 
classic writers, too, such anacoluthic sentences broken off by 

1 See the critical remarks. The text of Lachmann, oy aver. vo, abriv, voor 


for rz tue ora., is followed by Hofmann, so that zur, is in apposition to dr 
(see, on the other hand, Winer, p. 140 [E. T. 184]). 
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the influence of intervening thoughts are not rare, specially in 
excited or pathetic discourse, e.g. Plat. Symp. p. 218 A; Xen. 
Anab. ii. 5.13; and Krüger en loc. ; Aeschin. adv. Otesiph. 256, 
and Wunderlich in loc.; Bremi, ad Lys. p. 442 f., 222, who 
rightly observes: “Hoc anacoluthiae genus inter scriptores 
sacros nulli frequentius excidit quam Paulo ap., epistolas suas 
dictanti.” 

Ver. 13 f. "Eyo] I for my part. — eßovAöunv] I was of 
the mind. Comp. ndeAnca, ver. 14, and observe not merely 
the diversity of notion (BovAouat: deliberate self-determina- 
tion, see on Matt. i. 19), but also the distinction of the tenses. 
The apostle formerly cherished the design and the wish 
(imperfect €Sovd.) of retaining Onesimus with himself, instead 
of sending him back to Philemon, but has become of the 
mind (historical aorist 70éAynca), etc. Thus 70€d, denotes 
that which supervened on the previous occurrence of the EßovX., 
and hindered the realization of the latter. Observe that Paul 
has not used é€Bovrcunv adv; that would be vellem. — Umep 
cod] for thee, ie. in gratiam tuam, that thou mightest not 
need thyself to serve me. vürep accordingly is not here, any 
more than in any other passage of the N. T., used as a precise 
equivalent to avri, although the actual relation of representa- 
tion lies at the bottom of the conception in gratiam ; for Paul 
would have taken the service of the slave as rendered by the 
master, to whom the slave belonged. Comp. Hofmann. This 
mode of regarding and representing the matter has nothing 
harsh about it, nor does it convey any obligation, which 
Philemon, had he been on the spot, would have fulfilled 
(Bleek), but simply the trustful presupposition, that Philemon 
himself would, if Paul had desired it, have ministered to him 
in the prison. Of this, however, Philemon was relieved by the 
service of the slave, which in this way stood him in good stead. 
Schweizer, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1858, p. 430, explains like- 
wise correctly: for thy benefit, but takes this in the sense: 
“so that it would be a service rendered to thee, imputed to 
thee, so that I would be under obligation to thee.” But this 
would only have the delicacy and tenderness which are found 
in it, if the thought: “in order that he might serve me, with 
a view to place me under obligation to thee,’ contained the 
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design of Onesimus ; if, accordingly, Paul had written some- 
thing after this manner: 6s €BovAeTo pos Enavrov pevelv, iva 
«.T.., Which, however, would have asserted a self-determination 
incompetent to the position of a slave. No; as the passage is 
written, there is delicately and tenderly implied in the örep 
cov the same thought, which, in accordance with Phil. ü. 30, 
he might have expressed by iva avamAnpwon To cod vorepnna; 
comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 17. Thus ingeniously does Paul know how 
to justify his EßovAounv x.7.A.—seeing that he would, in fact, 
otherwise have had no claim at all upon another’s bondsman— 
by the specification of design va ümep cod x.7.. — diakovn] 
direct representation by the subjunctive, “ita quidem, ut prae- 
teriti temporis cogitatio tanquam praesens efferatur,” Kühner, 
ad Xen. Mem. i, 2. 2.— év Tois Secpois tod evayy.] in the 
bonds, into which the gospel has brought me—in a position 
therefore (comp. ver. 9) which makes me as needful as deserving 
of such loving service. — xwpis de «.r.A.] but without thy con- 
sent, that is, independent of it, J have wished to do nothing, and 
so have left that wish unexecuted, in order that thy good may 
be not as from constraint, but from free will. The thought 
of the apostle accordingly is: But as I knew not thine own 
opinion, and thus must have acted without it, I was disposed 
to abstain from the retention of thy slave, which I had in 
view: for the good, which thow showest, is not to be as if forced, 
but voluntary. If I had retained Onesimus for my service, 
without having thy consent to that effect, the good, which I 
should have had to derive from thee through the service ren- 
dered to me by thy servant t7ép cov, would have been shown 
not from free will,—that is, not in virtue of thine own self- 
determination,—but as if compulsorily, just because indepen- 
dently of thy youn (“non enim potuisset refragari Philemon,” 
Bengel'). Observe at the same time that 7d ayaov cov, thy 
good, that is, the good which thou showest to others, is to be left 
quite in its generality, so that not the serviceable employment 
of the slave specially and in concreto is meant, but rather the 
category in general, under which, in the intended application, 
there falls that special dya@ov, which is indicated in ver. 13. 


1 Seneca, De Benef. ii. 4: “ Si vis scire an velim, effice ut possim nolle.” 
Luther aptly remarks : a constrained will is not voluntas, but noluntas. 
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The restriction to the given case is impracticable on account 
of dAAa Kata Erovcvov, since Paul in fact did not at all intend 
to procure the consent of Philemon and to retain Onesimus. 
This in opposition to the wswal interpretation: “70 dyadon, ü.e. 
beneficium tuum hocce, quo aflicior a te, si hune mihi servum 
concedis,’ Heinrichs ; comp. Bleek. But it is an error also, 
with de Wette, following Estius (who describes it as probable), 
to understand under To dyad. cov the manumission! of the 
slave, or to understand it at least as “also included” (Bleek), 
of which even in ver. 16 there is no mention, and for suggest- 
ing which in so covert and enigmatic a fashion there would 
not have been any reason, if he had desired it at all (but see 
on 1 Cor. vii. 21). According to Hofmann (comp. his Schrift- 
beweis, II. 2, p. 412), 7d ayadov cov is, like TO xpmotov Tod 
Ocod at Rom. ii. 4, thy goodness, and that the goodness, which 
Philemon will show to Onesimus when he had returned into his 
position as a slave; this only then becomes an undoubtedly 
spontaneous goodness, when the apostle refrains from any 
injunction of his own, whereas Philemon could not have done 
otherwise than refrain from punishing the slave for his escape, 
if Paul had retained him to himself, in which case, therefore, 
Philemon might have seemed to be kind compulsorily. This 
explanation, brought out by the insertion of thoughts between 
the lines, is to be set aside as at variance with the context, since 
there is nothing in the connection to point to the definition of 
the notion of TO ayaov cov as goodness towards Onesimus, but 
on the contrary this expression can only acquire its import 
through the delicately thoughtful va ümep cod poe diaxovi) 
K.TA.— Os Kara düvayknv] emphatically prefixed, and ®s 
expresses the idea: “ so that it appears as constrained.” Comp. 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 360. On kata avayk., by way of 
constraint (in the passive sense), by compulsion, comp. Thucyd. 
vi. 10. 1; Polyb. iii. 67. 5; 2 Mace. xv. 2; on the contrast, 
comp. 1 Pet. v. 2: pa avayxacTas, dX Exovatiws ; Thucyd. viii. 
27.3: Kal’ Ekovalav 7) mavv ye avaykn, Plat. Prot. p. 346 B. 

Ver. 15. Paul now supports his course of procedure in 

1 That the manumission did take place, has been inferred from the tradition 


that Onesimus became a bishop. It may have taken place, but it is not meant 
here, 
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having given up his previous plan of retaining Onesimus with 
him, and in sending the latter back, by the consideration that 
the brief separation of the slave from his master may perhaps 
have had the Providential destined aim, etc. This destined aim 
would have been in fact counteracted by the ulterior keeping 
apart of the slave from Philemon. — raxa] easily, perhaps, 
Rom. v. 7. So also in classical writers, but more frequently 
conjoined with av. Comp. for a similar use of tows, Luke 
xx. 13, and Buttmann, ad Soph. Phil. p. 180. Chrysostom 
aptly remarks: Kad@s TO Taya, wa elEn 0 Öcomorns' ered) 
yap amo avdadeias yeyovev 7) dvyn Kal Öteotpauneuns 
dvavolas, Kat ovK aTrO Tpoaıpeoews, Aeyeı Taya. A categoric 
assertion, although appropriate to the expression of a firm 
confidence, would have been less sparing of the feelings in the 
relation of the injured master to the fugitive slave, than the 
problematic mode of expression ; it may readily be, that the way 
of the potpa Oeod has been such, etc. — éywpicOn] eubnuws 
Kal Thy puyny Xwpionov Karel, a pr) TO Ovönarı THS huyhs 
mapoktvn tov deomoryv, Theophylact. The aim of soothing 
underlies also the choice of the passive expression, as Chry- 
sostom Says: ovK eimev' éxwpicev EavTOV ... OU yap auto) TO 
KATATKEVATLA TO ETL TOUT Avaxwpijoal K.T.N. — Tpos @pav] 
Comp. 2 Cor. vii. 8; Gal. ii. 5; 1 Thess. ii. 17. This relative 
statement of time leaves it entirely undefined, how long the 
brief stay of Onesimus with Paul lasted. — va] divine destined 
aim therein. Chrysostom and Jerome already refer to Gen. 
xlv. 5. — aiwvıov] not adverb, which is alwviws, but accusa- 
tive, so that the adverbial notion is expressed by way of 
predicate. Winer, p. 433 [E.T. 582]; Kühner, IL 1,p. 234f. 
Erasmus aptly observes: “ipsum jam non temporariwin 
ministrum, sed perpetuo tecum victwrum.” The notion itself, 
however, is not to be taken as the indefinite perpetuo (Calvin, 
Grotius, and many), or more precisely per omnem tuam vitam 
(Drusius, Heinrichs, Flatt, Demme, and others), in connection 
with which Beza and Michaelis point to the ordinances of the 
law with regard to the perpetua mancipia (Ex. xxi. 6 ; Deut. 
xv. 17); but—as is alone consonant with the N. T. use of the 
word concerning the future, and the Pauline doctrine of the 
approaching establishment of the kingdom—in the definite 
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sense: for ever, embracing the expiring alov ovros and the 
ai@v péddov attaching itself thereto, and presupposing the 
Parousia, which is still to be expected within the lifetime of 
both parties; but not, that the Christian brotherly union 
reaches into eternity (Erasmus, Estius, de Wette, and others) ; 
so in the main also Hofmann: “as one who remains to him 
for ever, not merely for lifetime ;” comp. Bleek. — améyns] 
Comp. Phil. iv. 18; Matt. vi. 2. The compound expression 
(mayest have away) denotes the definitive final possession. 
Ver. 16. Altered relation which with the aiwvıov aurov 
améxew was to take effect, and thenceforth to subsist, between 
Philemon and Onesimus. — ovxéte @s SovdAov] in this is 
implied not a hint of manumission, but the fact that, while 
the external relation of slavery remains in itself unchanged, 
the ethical relation has become another, a higher one (Urrep 
SodAov), a brotherly relation of affection (ade. ayaT.). 
Christianity does not abolish the distinctions of rank and 
station, but morally equalizes them (comp. on icörnra, Col. 
iv. 1; 1 Tim. vi. 2), inasmuch as it pervades them with the 
unifying consecration of the life in Christ,’ 1 Cor. vii. 21 f., 
xii. 13; Gal. iü. 28; Col. ii. 11. To the ws the following 
umép is correlative: not further in the quality of a slave, but 
in a higher manner than as a slave; adeXpov ayam., as a 
beloved brother, is then the epexegesis of Urep SodAov. And 
the latter is conceived of thus: so that he is beyond and above 
a 600Xos, is more than such. Comp. Plato, Rep. p. 488 A; Legg. 
viii. p. 839 D: od« éotw imép avOpwrov; 2 Mace. ix. 8. 
— pariota Euol K.T.A.] belongs to aderX, ayar. In that view 
padetota has its reference in the relation of Onesimus to his 
fellow-Christians, with whom he has hitherto been brought into 
connection ; among these it was Paul, to whom he stood most 
of all—that is, in higher degree than to any other—in the 
relation of a beloved brother. — moow de uaAAov cot] since he 
is thy property, and does not enter into merely temporary 
connection with thee, such as that in which he stood with 
me; see ver. 15.— kal Ev capxi kal Ev kup.] specifies the two 
1 In accordance with this Christian-ideal mode of view we have to leave oüxirs 


absolute, and not to weaken it by «öv» to be mentally supplied (Grotius, Storr, 
Flatt) ; comp. on Col. iii, 23, 
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domains, in which Onesimus will be to him yet far more a 
beloved brother than to the apostle, namely, i the flesh, ü.e. in 
the sphere pertaining to the material nature of man, in things 
consequently that concern the bodily life and needs, and in 
the Lord, i.e. in the higher spiritual life-sphere of fellowship 
with Christ. Accordingly, ev capt Philemon has the brother 
as a slave, and év xupiw the slave as a brother; how greatly, 
therefore, must he, in view of the mutual connection and inter- 
penetration of the two relations, have him, as well év capxi as 
Ev kupiw, as a beloved brother! How much more still (roc 6é 
padAov) must Onesimus thus be such an one to Philemon, 
than to the apostle! The two domains of life designated by év 
capki and ev kupio— which, connected by kai... kai, exclude 
the conception of ethical contrast'—are to be left in all their 
comprehensiveness. Influenced by the erroneous presupposition 
of manumission (see on ver. 15), de Wette thinks in ev capki 
of the family-relation into which the manumitted one enters. 
Ver. 17. Odv] resuming ; see on ver. 12, where the request, 
to which utterance is only now finally given after the moving 
digressions vv. 13-16, was already to be expressed. — The 
emphasis, and that in the way of furnishing a motive, lies upon 
koLvwvov: if thou hast me as a partner, if thou standest in this 
relation to me, —according to which consequently the refusal 
of the request would appear as proof of the contrary. As to 
this use of &yxeıwv, comp. on Matt. xiv. 4. The notion of the 
koıvwvia is not to be restricted more narrowly than is implied in 
the idea of Christian fellowship, and so of common believing, 
loving, hoping, disposition, working, and so forth ; while Chry- 
sostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, and others bring out only 
the partnership of the ¢povety and the striving ; whereas others, 
as Estius, Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, Flatt, et al., explain koıwovov 
as friend, and Beza and Bengel refer it to the community of 
property: “Simecum habere te putas communia bona, ut inter 
socios esse soleat” (Beza); comp. Grotius. The ws is: so as if 
thou receivedst me, as if J now came to thee; for see ver. 12. 
Theophylact: tiva ov« adv kareövowmnoe ; Tis yap ovK av 
eOéAnoe IladAov mpocdé~acbar, Erasmus: “recipias oportet 
velut alterum me.” On mpooXaßod, comp. Rom. xiv. 1, xv. 7. 
2 Comp. Eklund, cap vocabulum ap. Paul., Lund 1872, p. 47 f. 
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Ver. 18. And herein the offence against thee, with which 
Onesimus is chargeable, is not to present an obstacle. — ei] 
indication in a hypothetic form, so as to spare the feelings: 
Attic politeness, see Herbst, ad Xen. Mem. i. 5. 1; Bornem. 
ad Conviv. iv. 3; Winer, p. 418 [E. T. 562]. — rı nöinnoe ce] 
Comp. Col. iii. 25; Gal. iv. 12; Acts xxv. 10. In what the 
wrong done to Philemon by Onesimus, and without doubt 
confessed to the apostle by the latter, actually consisted, is 
hinted in what follows. — 1) oBeideı] or—more precisely to 
describe this diécnoe—oweth (anything). This applies to a 
money-debt (see ver. 19). Accordingly the slave had probably 
been guilty, not merely in general of a fault in service which 
injured his master (Hofmann), but in reality (comp. already 
Chrysostom) of purloining or of embezzlement, which Paul 
here knows how to indicate euphemistically. The referring it 
merely to the running away itself, and the neglect of service 
therewith connected, would not be (in opposition to Bleek) in 
keeping with the hypothetical form of expression. — TovTo | 
the té, which he déknoé oe N) odeirer; hence we have not, with 
Grotius, Flatt, and others, to explain these two verbs of different 
offences (the former as referring to theft at his running away, 
the latter to defalcation).— éuoi éddoya] set it down to my 
account ; “ine debitorem habe,’ Bengel. Friendly pleasantry, 
which in ver. 19 becomes even jocular (era xapıros rs 
rvevnarırıjs, Chrysostom), with which the subsequent va un 
Ayo cou K.T.X. is very compatible (in opposition to Hofmann), 
if it is correctly apprehended. On the form €\dAoyaw we 
have not, with Fritzsche, ad Rom. v. 13, at once to pronounce 
against it: “nulla est” (comp. Matthies: “stultum est”), since 
édAoyéw likewise is only with certainty preserved in Rom. l.e., 
and in Boeckh, /nser. I. p. 850. It is true Aoyaw, in Lucian, 
Lexiph. 15, means to be fond of speaking; but this single 
passage, in which the simple form is preserved, does not suflice 
to negative the use of the word in the sense of reckoning. 

Ver. 19. Promissory note under his own hand, in which by 
the elsewhere so weighty ey® IIavXos (Gal. v. 2 ; 2 Cor. x. 1, al.) 
the friendly humour of the connection is rendered the more 
palpable through force of contrast. Whether Paul wrote the 
whole Epistle with his own hand (the usual view; see already 
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Jerome, Chrysostom, and Theodoret), or only from this point 
onward, cannot be determined. In the latter case the raillery 
comes out the more prominently. — iva un A€yw cou «.r.A.] 
Comp. 2 Cor. il. 5, and the Latin ne dicam: “est oxnua 
Tapaciwmycews sive reticentiae, cum dicimus omittere nos 
velle, quod maxime dieimus,” Grotius. The ‘va denotes the 
design which Paul has in the éypawa... dmoricoo ; he will, so 
he represents the matter, by this his note of hand avoid saying 
to Philemon—what he withal might in strictness have to say 
to him—that he was yet far more indebted to the apostle. 
Without sufficient reason, Wiesinger after a harsh and involved 
fashion attaches ‘va, notwithstanding the intervening clause, to 
TovUTO ¢wol eAAöya, and then takes the coi, which according to 
the usual view belongs without emphasis to Aeyo, as emphatic 
(sc. eANoya); “that reckon to me, not to say: to thee.” So 
too Hofmann, according to whose arbitrary discovery in the 
repetition of the éy# the emphatic ewol is held “to continue 
sounding,’ until it finds in the emphatic goé its antithesis, 
which cancels it. Why should not Paul, instead of this 
alleged “ making it sound on,” have put the words iva un eyo 
gol, OTe x.T.r. (because, according to Hofmann) immediately 
after Todro éwol édXoya, in order thereupon to conclude this 
passage with the weighty éy@ Iladnos «.r.1.? Besides, there 
would be implied in that emphasizing and antithetic reference 
of the co/ a pungent turn so directly and incisively putting him 
to shame, that it would not be in keeping with the whole 
friendly humorous tone of this part of the letter, which does 
not warrant us in presupposing a displeasure on Philemon’s part 
meriting so deeply earnest a putting him to shame (Hofmann). 
The very shaming hint, which the passage gives, is affectionately 
veiled in an apparent reticence by tva um Néyw cou K.T.!. Chry- 
sostom already says aptly: evrperriros dua Kal xapievrws. 
— The ooi added to Ayo is in keeping with the confidential 
tone of the Epistle. Paul would not willingly remind his friend 
of his debt.— «al oeavrov] also thine own self, dv euod yap, 
gnol, TAS TwTNplas dmmAavcas' Kal évTedOEV SHAOV, WS THS aTro- 
otTonKhs n&i@0n dudacKkarias 6 Pirynpor, Theodoret. Through 
his conversion he was indebted to the apostle for his own self, 
namely, as subject of the fon aiwvıos. The same view is found 
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at Luke ix. 25. See on that passage. — mpocodeiAers] insuper 
debes, Herod. vi. 59; Dem. 650, 23; Thucyd. vii. 48. 6; 
Xen. Cyrop. ui. 2. 16, Oec.. 20. 1; Polyb. v. 88. 2.08 
25. 4; Lucian. Saerif. 4. The conception, namely, is: “ not 
to say to thee, that thow (namely, because I have made thee a 
Christian) owest to me not merely that, which I have just declared 
my wish to pay to thee, but also (kai) thine own self besides.” 
With due attention to the correlation of xaé and pos, the 
force of the compound would not have been overlooked 
(Vulgate, Luther, Flatt, and others). 

Ver. 20. Yea, brother, I would fain have profit of thee in 
the Lord. — vat] not beseeching (Grotius and many), but con- 
jirmatory (comp. on Matt. xv. 27), as always: verily, certainly. 
It confirms, however, not the preceding x. ceaut. or tpoco- 
deters (de Wette and Hofmann, following Elsner),—against 
which may be urged the emphatically prefixed éyo (it must 
in that case logically have run: cod éy@ dvaipu.),—but the 
whole intercession for Onesimus, in which Paul has made the 
cause of the latter his own.’ He, he himself, would fain have 
joy at the hands of his friend Philemon in the granting of 
this request; himself (not, it might be, merely Onesimus) is 
Philemon to make happy by this compliance. — dvaiunyr] 
Expression of the wish, that this might take place (Kühner, 
II. 1, p. 193); hence the counter-remark of Hofmann that it 
is not “I would fain,” but “may J,” is unmeaning. Comp. 
Eur. Hee. 997: HKıoT’ ovalunv tod mapovros, Ignat. Eph. 2: 
ovalımv tuav Sia mavros, Rom. 5: dvaiunv tov Onpiov.. . 
evyouat Kk.T.A. On the expression very current from Homer's 
time (Odyss. xix. 68, ii. 33), ovivauai twvos, to have advantage 
Jrom a thing or person, to profit thereby, comp. Wetstein; on 
the different verbal forms of the word, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 
12 f.; Kühner, I. p. 879 f. In the N. T. it is dra& Deyo. ; 
but the very choice of the peculiar word supports the usual 
hypothesis (although not recognised by de Wette, Bleek, and 

? With this vai, 23eagé the humorous tone has died away, and, when Paul now 
inserts the need of his own heart and his hearty confidence as to the compliance 
of his friend, the intercession receives the seal of its trustful assurance of success, 


and therewith its close. Chrysostom already aptly observes that the vai, adage 
applies generally to the #posAaßov requested, so that the apostle “apeis vor 


x ~ ~ ” 
apPlEYTIO MOY HAA EXETAI THY TpoTEepwy THY OTovoaiwy, 
xp uk 
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Hofmann) that Paul intended an allusion to the name Onesimus.! 
There is the additional circumstance that the emphatic éyo 
ingeniously gives point to the antithetic glance back at him, 
jor whom he has made request ; comp. also Wiesinger, Ellicott, 
Winer. — év «vpio] gives to the notion of the ovaiuny its 
definite Christian character. Just so the following ev Xpıcre. 
Neither means: for the sake of (Beza, Grotius, Flatt, and others). 
No profit of any other kind whatever does Paul wish for him- 
self from Philemon, but that, the enjoyment of which has its 
ground in Christ as the ethical element. Comp. yaipew Ev 
kupi@, and the like. — avaravoov x.t.d.] let me not wish in 
vain this éyo cov oval. Ev xup.! Refresh (by a forgiving 
and loving reception of Onesimus) my heart; Ta omAdyxva, 
seat of loving emotion, of the love concerned for Onesimus, comp. 
ver. 7; not an expression of love to Philemon (Oecumenius, 
Theophylact), nor yet a designation of Onesimus (ver. 12), as 
is maintained by Jerome, Estius, Storr, Heinrichs, Flatt, and 
others. 

Ver. 21. Conclusion of the whole matter of request, and that 
“as if for a last precaution” (Ewald), with the expression of 
the confidence, to which his apostolic dignity entitled him 
(vraxon), although in accordance with ver. 8 he has abstained 
from enjoining. This, as well as the eldws örı «.7.r., appended 
by way of climax as an accompanying definition to the 
memodws OTe K.T.X., could not but entirely remove any possible 
hesitation on the part of Philemon and complete the effect of 
the letter. Comp. already Chrysostom and Jerome. — kai 
imep 0 rAéyw] what, ie. what further deeds of kindness over 
and above the receiving back which was asked for, the apostle 
leaves absolutely to his friend, without, however, wishing to 
hint in particular at the manumission of Onesimus (Bleek and 
Hofmann, following older expositors) ; comp. on ver. 13 f. The 
certainty, however, that his friend will do still more, makes 
him the less doubt that at the least what is requested will be 
done. Thus there is contained in this e/dws «.r.A. a thought- 


! The allusion would have been more easily seized, if Paul had written in some 
such way as: vai, adeAQé, iwol ov övneıwos eins. But, as he has expressed it, it is 
more delicate and yet palpable enough, especially for the friend of whom he 
makes the request. 


382 THE EPISTLE TO PHILEMON. 


fully contrived incitement. — Aéyw] namely, in that which I 
have written. Observe the different tenses. — kai] not merely 
that which I say, but also, 

Ver. 22. This further commission too—what a welcome, 
and wisely closing, indirect support to the intercession for 
Onesimus! odd yap 7 xäpıs Kal mn TYysn Tlavdov évdy- 
podvTos, Chrysostom ; and so the apostle, in fact, wished soon 
himself to see what effect his intercession had had. — apa de 
kai] that is, simultaneously with that, which thou wilt do in 
the case of Onesimus. This is the sense of the adverbial apa 
in all passages,’ even Col. iv. 3; Acts xxiv. 26; and 1 Tim. 
v. 13 (in opposition to Hofmann), and among the Greek writers, 
so that it by no means expresses merely the conception of 
being joined, that the one is to associate itself with the other 
(Hofmann), but the contemporary connection of the one action 
with the other; Suidas: emi tod kara Tov alröv Karpov. Bleek 
erroneously renders: at the same time also I entreat thee ; so, 
too, de Wette, as if äua de Kal mapaxad® or the like were in 
the text. — Eroinade wor Eeviav] Paul hoped at that time for 
a speedy liberation; his ulterior goal was Rome; the journey 
thither, however, he thought of making through Asia Minor, 
where he also desired to come to Colossae and to take up his 
quarters (Acts xxviil. 23) as a guest with Philemon. Comp. 
Introd. to Colossians, $ 2. Observe, moreover, that dua de 
kai presupposes so near a use of the Eevia, as doubtless tallies 
with the shorter distance between Caesarea and Phrygia, but 
not with the distance from Rome to Phrygia, specially since, 
according to Phil. i. 25 f., ii. 24, Paul thought of journeying 
from Rome to Macedonia ; hence it would have been inappro- 
priate and strange on his part, if, starting from Rome, he had 
already bespoken a lodging in Colossae, and that, too, one to be 
made ready so without delay. — vpov and vpiv apply to the 
persons already named, vv. 1, 2. To extend the reference 
further, namely, to “the body of Christians amidst which 
Philemon lives” (Hofmann), is unwarranted. The expression 
is individualizing. On xapıcd., may be granted, ie. liberated 

1 Where, namely, there is mention of the combination of two expressions of 


activity, which takes place or ought to take place (as here). What cmod is as 
Torney, due 1S aS xpovixov (Ammonius, p. 13). 
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in favour of you, comp. on Acts iil. 14, xxvii. 24; on ova r. 
mpooevx. ün, Phil. i. 19. This hope was not fulfilled. 
Calvin leaves this doubtful, but aptly adds: “ Nihil tamen est 
absurdi, si spes, qualem de temporali Dei beneficio conceperit, 
eum frustrata fuerit.” 

Ver. 23 f. Salutations from the same persons, Col. iv. 
10-14. — 0 cvvatyuddwtds pov] See on Col. iv. 10. Here 
it further has expressly the specifically Christian character.! 
Comp. décpuos ev kupio, Eph. iv. 1.— The Jesus Justus men- 
tioned at Col. iv. 11 does not here join in the greeting. The 
reason for this cannot be ascertained. It is possible that this 
man was absent just at the moment of Paul’s writing the brief 
letter to Philemon. According to Wieseler, p. 417, he was 
not among those in the abode of the apostle under surveillance 
(in Rome). 

Ver. 25. See on Gal. vi. 18. 


1 Yet iv Xporw "Ineov might also be conceived as connected with acraferus 
(Bleek). Comp. Phil. iv. 21; Rom. xvi. 22; 1 Cor. xvi. 19. There is, how- 
ever, no reason for separating it from the nearest word, with which even Chry- 
sostom in his day expressly connected it. 


THE END. 
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